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ABSTRACT 
ATTITUDE-TOWARD-THE-AD AND COPY-TESTING RESEARCH: 
A STUDY OF TASK AWARENESS AND MESSAGE RELEVANCE 
MAY 1989 
JACQUELYN L. TWIBLE, B.A. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Charles D. Schewe 
Attitude-toward-the-ad has been proposed as a causal 
mediating variable in the process by which advertising 
influences brand attitudes. Accumulating empirical 
evidence suggests attitude-toward-the-ad's usefulness in 
copy-testing research. However, research on this promising 
construct has shown that the instructions given to 
respondents in a copy-testing situation can affect the 
observed relationship between constructs. The main 
objective of this dissertation was to examine the effect of 
various instructions used in copy-testing research on the 
relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand 
attitude. Hypotheses derive from research on attitude- 
toward-the-ad which has varied instructions prior to 
exposure and from the theoretical rationale of the 
elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. Hypotheses 
suggest that the strength of the observed relationship 
will depend on the nature of the instructions given to 
respondents and on the personal relevance of the message. 
vii 
This thesis emphasized the conceptual and empirical 
distinction between "affective" responses (feelings) and 
"evaluative" reactions (judgments). A second objective of 
this research was to examine the effect of various 
instructions and levels of personal relevance on 
"affective" versus "evaluative" measures of attitude- 
toward-the-ad. Hypotheses suggest differences in the 
relative influence of affective and evaluative measures 
given various types of instructions and levels of personal 
relevance. 
The results of this study suggest that the nature of 
instructions and level of personal relevance do affect the 
relationships under investigation. Further, it was found 
that past experience with the brand is another important 
influence on the observed relationships between variables. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The objective of marketing is to satisfy consumers' 
needs and wants. To accomplish this, we strive to 
understand and predict consumers' behavior. The attitude 
construct is an important component of behavioral theories 
in general (cf. Rosenberg and Hovland, 1960; McGuire, 1969; 
Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) and consumer behavior theories in 
particular (cf. Nicosia, 1966; Engel, Kollat and Blackwell, 
1968; Howard and Sheth, 1969; Wilkie and Pessemier, 1973). 
This research examines the influence of advertising on brand 
attitude. Specifically, this dissertation investigates the 
effect of two situational influences (i.e., instructions 
given to respondents and personal relevance of the message) 
on the observed relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad 
and brand attitude. 
The Attitude Construct 
Marketers long have been interested in attitude 
formation and change. In general, attitudes are feelings 
that express whether we like or dislike objects in our 
environment. Marketers' interest in attitude formation and 
change grows out of the well-founded social psychological 
notion that changes in attitudes consistently are 
associated with changes in intention and that intention is 
our best predictor of behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977). 
Given this relationship, marketers want to develop 
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favorable attitudes among consumers in their market because 
they want a positive orientation toward their product which 
will ultimately lead to purchase of their product. 
What is an Attitude? 
Various definitions of attitude have been proposed 
(cf. Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) since the construct first 
appeared in the psychological literature (Spencer, 1862). 
All these definitions however, share one characteristic - 
evaluation. This common thread reflects the general 
consensus among researchers that "The characteristic that 
distinguishes attitude from other constructs is its 
evaluative nature" (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975, p. 11). The 
technical definition of attitude adopted herein is as "a 
learned predisposition to respond in a consistently 
favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given 
object" (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Thus, the notion of 
attitude reflects an organized mental state that directs 
behavior with respect to some object. 
Consumers have attitudes toward a variety of marketing 
"objects" such as companies, retail outlets, types of 
products and specific brands within a product category. 
Based on the belief that favorable attitudes lead to 
favorable exchange behavior with respect to their product, 
marketers are concerned with all these consumer attitudes. 
Further, an attitude is formed by perceiving information 
about an object and evaluating that information. A wide 
2 
variety of sources influence consumers' attitudes such as 
personal experience, point-of-purchase displays, 
salespeople and word-of-mouth. A pervasive marketer- 
controlled source is advertising. That is, advertising 
is a major tool available to marketers interested 
in maintaining/changing predispositions in a target 
market. This dissertation examines the effect of a 
particular advertisement on a specific brand attitude. 
a 
What is a Brand Attitude? 
Brand attitude, then, is defined herein as "a learned 
predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or 
unfavorable manner with respect to a specific brand". 
Three basic features of this definition are 1) that brand 
attitudes predispose behavior toward the brand, 2) that 
brand attitudes are learned and 3) that behaviors toward 
the brand will be consistently favorable or unfavorable in 
nature. 
Brand Attitudes Predispose Behavior. The notion of 
attitude as a predisposition suggests that brand attitude 
is a guiding influence on consumers' behavior toward the 
brand. Favorable brand attitude reflects consumers' 
tendencies toward favorable behaviors with respect to the 
brand (e.g., favorable recommendations, consumption, 
purchase). Unfavorable brand attitude reflects consumers' 
tendencies toward unfavorable behaviors with respect to the 
3 
brand (e.g., unfavorable recommendations, avoidance of the 
brand). 
Brand Attitudes are Learned. As a learned 
predisposition, brand attitude is based on knowledge about 
the brand. Brand attitude is formed by perceiving 
information about the brand and evaluating that infor¬ 
mation. Information may be acquired either directly through 
personal experience with the brand or vicariously through 
the experience of others. Sources of vicarious experience 
include communication with other persons (e.g., friends or 
salespeople) and advertising messages. 
Brand Attitude is Favorable or Unfavorable in Nature. 
Brand attitude is an evaluative construct in that it 
reflects consumers' overall opinion of a specific brand. 
Most measures of brand attitude result in a single 
"attitude score" that reflects the degree of 
favorability/unfavorability expressed by the consumer. 
In sum, brand attitudes reflect consumers' tendencies to 
evaluate brands in a consistently favorable or unfavorable 
way. Based on the belief that a more favorable brand 
attitude leads to a greater likelihood of purchase, much of 
what marketers do is directed toward the development of 
favorable brand attitudes in their target market. 
Brand Attitudes and Marketing Strategy 
Marketers are interested in defining and measuring 
attitudes toward their brands because attitudes are useful 
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in the development of marketing strategy. Marketers use 
measures of brand attitude to predict consumer behavior 
(i.e., forecast sales), to describe consumer segments (i.e., 
define target markets) and to evaluate marketing strategies 
(e.g., alternative product concepts or alternative 
advertising messages). 
Brand Attitudes and Advertising. A significant portion 
of advertising expenditures is aimed at developing favorable 
brand attitudes in a target market (Assael, 1984). Given 
the high cost of advertising and its importance in the 
marketing mix, it is not surprising that researchers devote 
considerable effort to studying the persuasive impact of 
advertising on brand attitudes. 
The popular notion that a brand attitude is formed by 
perceiving and evaluating information about the brand (Bass 
and Wilkie, 1973; Wilkie and Pessemier, 1973) accounts for 
the historical research focus on the brand information 
contained in advertising (Lutz, 1985; Olson and Dover, 
1976; Holbrook, 1978). Recent research suggests that 
consumers' reactions to the executional elements of an 
advertisement (e.g., music, humor, setting) can effect 
changes in brand attitude in addition to (or in lieu of) 
brand-related information contained in the message (cf. 
Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; 
Gardner, 1985; Park and Young, 1986). 
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Attitude-Toward-the-Ad 
Attitude-toward-the-ad is a relatively new construct 
(Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Shimp, 1981) which reflects 
consumers' feelings of favorability/unfavorability toward a 
particular advertisement. Attitude-toward-the-ad is 
defined here as "a predisposition to respond in a favorable 
or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising stimulus 
during a particular exposure occasion" (Lutz, 1985). Just 
as brand attitude reflects consumers' overall evaluation of 
a particular brand, attitude-toward-the-ad reflects 
consumers' overall feelings of favorability/unfavorability 
toward a particular advertisement. Where brand attitude 
reflects consumers' tendency toward favorable or 
unfavorable behavior toward the brand, attitude-toward- 
the-ad simply reflects consumers' tendency to like or 
dislike the advertisement. 
Content versus Non-content Aspects of Advertising 
Attitude-toward-the-ad has been proposed as a causal 
mediating variable in the process by which advertising 
influences brand attitudes (cf. Mitchell and Olson, 1981; 
Shimp, 1981; Gardner, 1985; Gresham and Shimp, 1985; 
MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986; Park and Young, 1986). 
Research utilizing attitude-toward-the-ad recognizes both 
"what you say and how you say it" as potentially important 
determinants of changes in brand attitude that result from 
exposure to advertising. That is, consumers' overall 
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tendency to react favorably or unfavorably toward an 
advertised brand (i.e., brand attitude) derives from both 
the content (brand information) and the non-content 
(executional style) aspects of the advertisement. 
Specifically, attitude-toward-the-ad reflects consumers' 
reactions to the non-content (executional) aspects of an 
advertisement such as humor, music, setting, etc. Thus, 
research in this area attempts to distinguish the effect of 
"what you say" from the effect of "how you say it" so that 
we may better understand the process by which advertising 
influences consumers' brand attitudes. 
Evaluative versus Affective Components of 
Attitude-toward-the-ad 
Further, consumers' overall tendency to react favorably 
or unfavorably toward a particular advertisement (i.e., 
attitude-toward-the-ad) derives from both evaluative 
reactions (judgments) about the executional elements and 
affective responses (feelings) aroused by the executional 
elements. For example, a consumer may like a particular 
advertisement because of an attractive and/or credible 
endorser and dislike another advertisement because it is 
perceived as too clever. In these cases, attitude-toward- 
the-ad results from the consumer's conscious evaluation 
of the executional elements (i.e., attributes) of the 
advertisement. Alternatively, attitude-toward-the-ad may 
result because the advertisement evokes an affective 
response such as a feeling of love, nostalgia or sorrow. 
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without any conscious evaluation of the executional elements 
(Shimp, 1981). 
Thus, measures of this interesting construct attempt to 
capture both components, i.e., evaluative reactions and 
affective responses. However, different methods are used 
to measure these two distinct components of attitude- 
toward-the-ad. Specifically, "evaluative" measures are used 
to assess consumers' thoughts and/or judgments about an 
advertisement and "affective" measures are used to assess 
feelings that were aroused during exposure. 
Purpose of This Study 
Given the high cost of advertising and its importance 
in the marketing mix, it is not surprising that researchers 
devote considerable effort to developing effective methods 
to assess the impact of a particular advertisement on 
consumers' brand attitude prior to media insertion. 
"Copy-testing" refers to a general class of research 
methods where consumers are first exposed to an adver¬ 
tisement and then asked to respond to a variety of questions 
designed to elicit their detailed reactions. By examining 
consumers' reactions to the advertisement itself (i.e., 
feelings or judgments) and reactions to the advertised brand 
(i.e., brand attitude), researchers attempt to "diagnose" 
the influence of the advertisement on observed changes in 
brand attitude. 
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The thesis of this research is that we must consider 
respondents' information processing objectives if we are to 
understand how advertising influences brand attitudes. 
More specifically, we must consider how the instructions 
used in copy-testing research and the perceived personal 
relevance of the message can influence respondents' 
information processing objectives. This research suggests 
that by varying respondents' information processing 
objectives, we alter the strength and/or nature of the 
observed relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and 
brand attitude. Inferences regarding the validity of this 
relationship are tenuous if, in fact, these situational 
factors affect the empirical relationship. 
The purpose of this study is to examine the nature of 
the observed relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad 
and brand attitude while varying respondents' information 
processing objectives. Existing research suggests that 
both 1) the instructions given to respondents in a 
copy-testing situation and 2) the personal relevance of the 
advertising message will manipulate respondents' 
information processing objectives and affect the nature of 
the observed relationship between these two constructs. 
Instructions 
One controllable aspect of any copy-testing situation 
is the explicit instructions given to respondents before 
they are exposed to the advertisement. This research 
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investigates the effect of various instructions used in 
copy-testing research on the impact of a particular 
advertisement on consumers' brand attitude. 
Instructions outline and give direction to the task. 
Respondents in this study will be led to believe that their 
task is 1) to evaluate the advertisement itself , 2) to 
evaluate the advertised brand, or alternatively 3) to 
evaluate the background material (editorial matter). It is 
proposed that by varying the nature of the instructions, we 
alter the perceived nature of the experimental task. 
Hence, by varying the nature of the instructions, we 
manipulate respondents' information processing objectives. 
Personal Relevance 
Further, this research suggests that the impact of a 
particular advertisement on consumers' brand attitude will 
also depend on the perceived personal relevance of the 
message. Personal relevance is defined as the extent to 
which a message has personal meaning (Sherif et al., 1973) 
or intrinsic importance (Sherif and Hovland, 1961) to the 
respondent. The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion 
(Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a) suggests that when personal 
relevance is high , respondents will carefully consider the 
brand information in an advertisement. When personal 
relevance is low, however, respondents will not be 
motivated to process the information contained in an 
advertisement. It is proposed that by varying the level of 
10 
personal relevance (high/low) we alter the perceived 
personal importance of the situation. Hence, by varying 
the level of personal relevance we further manipulate 
respondents' information processing objectives. 
Contribution of This Study 
Accumulating empirical evidence of a significant 
relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand 
attitude suggests the usefulness of attitude-toward-the-ad 
in copy-testing research (cf. Mitchell and Olson, 1981; 
MacKenzie and Lutz, 1982; Moore and Hutchinson, 1983, 1985; 
Gardner, 1985; MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986; Park and 
Young, 1986). However, to the degree that the nature of 
the instructions used in a particular copy-testing 
situation may affect the observed relationship between 
these two constructs and/or affect our measures of 
attitude-toward-the-ad, we cannot compare findings across 
studies where instructions vary. Further, we cannot 
generalize empirical results toward a theoretical 
understanding of how advertising influences brand 
attitudes. Thus, it is important to isolate and 
investigate the potential effect of various instructions 
both for the evaluation and integration of existing 
research on attitude-toward-the-ad (Gardner, 1985) and to 
establish the validity of observed effects (Lutz, MacKenzie 
and Belch, 1983; Lutz, 1985; Allen and Madden, 1989). 
11 
Existing empirical work which varies instructions prior 
to exposure is very limited but significant effects 
strongly suggest the importance of further research on this 
topic. Only one study has specifically examined the 
relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand 
attitude under brand-evaluation versus nonbrand-evaluation 
instructions (Gardner, 1985) and one study has examined the 
effect of ad-evaluation versus background-evaluation 
instructions on various measures of attitude-toward-the-ad 
(Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985). Thus, this project 
integrates and extends existing research on the effect of 
instructions and further, suggests the importance of 
personal relevance to understanding the observed 
relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand 
attitude. 
Objectives of This Study 
Figure 1 presents the conceptual model under 
investigation in this research. The overall purpose of this 
research is to examine the effect of respondents' 
information processing objectives on the relationships 
between various advertising response variables (i.e., Aad, 
brand beliefs and brand attitude). The primary objective of 
this research is to examine the effect of various instruc¬ 
tions used in copy-testing research on the relationship 
between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand attitude and the 
relationship between brand beliefs and brand attitude. 
12 
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Further, the effect of these various instructions will 
depend on the degree to which subjects perceive the message 
to be personally relevant. Both of these experimental 
factors manipulate subjects' information processing 
objectives. Specifically, hypotheses state that by varying 
subjects' information processing objectives prior to 
exposure we affect the relative influence of non-content 
aspects (i.e., attitude-toward-the-ad) versus content (i.e., 
brand information) on observed changes in brand attitude. 
Hence, where respondents receive different instructions we 
expect the strength of the relationship between attitude- 
toward- the-ad and brand attitude to vary. 
The secondary objective of this research is to 
examine the effect of various instructions used in 
copy-testing research on measures of respondents' affective 
responses vs. evaluative reactions to the advertisement. 
Specifically, hypotheses state that by varying the nature of 
the instructions prior to exposure and the level of 
perceived personal relevance we affect the relative 
influence of evaluative versus affective measures on 
attitude-toward-the-ad. Hence, where respondents receive 
different instructions we expect the nature of the 
relationship between attitude-toward-the-ad and brand 
attitude to vary. 
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Organization of This Thesis 
Chapter 2 reviews several bodies of literature relevant 
to this research project. The first section (preamble) 
outlines the main points of Chapter 2 and thus, directs the 
progression of the literature reviewed. The second section 
focuses on the attitude-toward-the-ad construct. This 
section traces the conceptual beginnings of this construct 
to early copy-testing research and draws the distinction 
between affective response and evaluative reaction. This 
section also reviews published studies in the attitude- 
toward-the-ad research stream and summarizes empirical 
findings. The third section presents research which has 
varied respondents' instructions prior to exposure in a 
copy-testing situation. Further, this section describes the 
nature of the instructions in this research. The fourth 
section discusses the elaboration likelihood model. This 
discussion points to the importance of personal relevance to 
understanding the relationship between attitude-toward-the- 
ad and brand attitude. Finally, the last section in Chapter 
2 presents hypotheses based on the literature reviewed. 
Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology 
of the study. Included in this chapter are detailed 
discussions of 1) the experimental manipulations, 2) 
procedure used to collect the data, 3) proposed measurement 
instruments, and 4) method of analysis. 
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Chapter 4 presents the results of this experimental 
research. Following a brief discussion of descriptive 
statistics, hypotheses are tested and results are shown. 
Chapter 5 concludes the dissertation with a discussion 
of the results introduced in Chapter 4. Further, this 
chapter presents the overall conclusions of the research 
along this study's limitations and suggestions for future 
research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Preamble 
Marketers are concerned not only with understanding and 
predicting consumers' behavior but also with developing 
strategies to influence the likelihood of desired behaviors 
with respect to their brand (e.g., favorable recommend- 
* 
ations, purchase, consumption). Based on the belief that 
brand attitudes influence behavior toward the brand, 
marketers strive to develop favorable brand attitudes in 
their target market. 
A significant portion of advertising expenditures is 
aimed specifically at developing favorable brand attitudes 
in a target market (Assael, 1984). Advertisers believe that 
even relatively minor refinements in the execution of an 
advertisement can substantially alter its persuasive impact 
on brand attitude. This belief has led to an intense 
interest in developing effective copy-testing methods 
(MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986). Advertising researchers 
strive to isolate and investigate the determinants of brand 
attitude change that result from exposure to advertising 
(e.g., brand information versus executional aspects). The 
research challenge is to understand and explain the nature 
of advertising's influence on brand attitude - only then are 
we in a position to assist advertisers in their goal of 
producing maximally effective messages. 
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This dissertation examines the effect of a particular 
advertisement on consumers' brand attitude while varying two 
situational influences relevant to the validity of 
inferences drawn in copy-testing research. Specifically, 
this research examines the behavior of the attitude-toward- 
the-ad construct while varying 1) the nature of the 
instructions given to respondents prior to exposure and 2) 
the perceived personal relevance of the message. 
This chapter contains three sections. The first 
section focuses exclusively on attitude-toward-the-ad. The 
second section presents research which has varied the nature 
of respondents' instructions prior to exposure and/or the 
perceived personal relevance of the message in a 
copy-testing situation. This section describes how 
ad-evaluation task awareness and message relevance can 
influence consumers' information processing objectives and 
suggests that this is important in attitude-toward-the-ad 
research. The third section derives and presents 
hypotheses. 
Attitude-Toward-the-Ad 
This discussion begins with a conceptual definition of 
the construct. This definition prefaces a systematic review 
of empirical research in the attitude-toward-the-ad area. 
The review will summarize what we know about this promising 
construct and point to the importance of isolating and 
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investigating the effect of situational influence in 
copy-testing research. 
Definition 
Attitude-toward-the-ad (Aad) is defined as "a 
predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable 
manner to a particular advertising stimulus during a 
particular exposure situation" (Lutz, 1985). Three basic 
features of this definition are 1) that Aad is favorable or 
unfavorable in nature, 2) that Aad is oriented toward a 
particular advertisement and 3) that the favorable or 
unfavorable response to the advertisement occurs during a 
particular exposure situation. The ensuing discussion 
elaborates these basic features. 
Favorable or Unfavorable in Nature. Brand attitude 
reflects consumers' overall tendency to react favorably or 
unfavorably toward a particular brand. Similarly, Aad 
reflects consumers' overall tendency to react favorably or 
unfavorably toward a particular advertisement. This global 
affect (i.e., tendency to like or dislike) results from 
consumers' reactions to the qualitative (executional) 
aspects of the advertisement such as music, humor, setting, 
et cetera. 
Toward a Particular Advertisement. Consumers' tendency 
to be favorable or unfavorable is directed toward a specific 
advertising stimulus. Thus, Aad is conceptually 
distinguished not only from consumers' brand attitude, but 
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also from consumers' attitude-toward-the-advertiser (i.e., 
sponsor) as well as their attitude-toward-advertising in 
general (Lutz, 1985). Consumers can have an attitude toward 
a particular advertising sponsor, which may be the brand 
manufacturer, the industry to which the product belongs, or 
a specific retail outlet. Further, most consumers probably 
have an attitude toward advertising in general that reflects 
their individual tendency to be favorable, unfavorable or 
indifferent toward any and all advertisements they 
encounter. In contrast, the conceptual domain of Aad 
focuses exclusively on consumers' reactions to the 
executional elements (e.g., music, humor, setting) of a 
single, specific advertisement. 
During a Particular Exposure Situation. Further, 
consumers' overall tendency to like or dislike a single, 
specific advertisement occurs in a single, specific set of 
circumstances (i.e., context or exposure situation). In 
other words, Aad is bound by definition to be specific to 
the exposure conditions in which it occurs and is measured. 
The situational nature of Aad implies that the nature of a 
consumer's reactions to a particular advertisement may vary 
as a function of the nature of the exposure conditions 
(e.g., copy-testing versus naturalistic exposure 
situations). The notion that the empirical behavior of Aad 
may vary (either in its measurement or in its relationships 
with other constructs) under different exposure conditions 
is the focus of this research. Specifically, we will examine 
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the behavior of Aad while varying two situational influences 
relevant to the validity of inferences drawn from 
copy-testing research. These situational influences are 1) 
the nature of the instructions given to respondents prior to 
exposure and 2) the perceived personal relevance of the 
message. 
Historical Development of Attitude-Toward-the-Ad 
Attitude-toward-the-ad first appeared in the marketing 
literature in 1981, when two separate articles independently 
proposed this construct as a causal mediating influence on 
brand attitude (Mitchell and Olson; Shimp). The notion that 
the executional elements of an advertisement could affect 
its persuasive impact on brand attitude was hardly novel in 
1981. In 1953 Carl Hovland and his colleagues suggested 
that source (who says it), message (what is said and how it 
is said) and receiver (to whom it is said) factors are all 
important considerations in understanding the impact of a 
persuasive communication. What was new in 1981 is the 
notion that these executional elements could affect brand 
attitude directly through Aad. That is, it was proposed 
that a favorable Aad could effect a favorable brand attitude 
in lieu of (or in spite of) the information contained in the 
advertisement. The concept of Aad evolved from research in 
the areas of reaction profiles and cognitive responses to 
advertising. The notion that this construct could exert a 
direct influence on brand attitude emerged from work in the 
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area of involvement. The next section briefly describes how 
Aad care to emerge from early copy-testing research. 
Reaction Profile Research. Reaction profile studies 
reflect marketers' on-going research interest in the 
multi-dimensional nature of consumers' subjective reactions 
to advertising. In an effort to understand consumers' 
tendency to like or dislike a particular advertisement, 
reaction profile researchers have factor-analyzed virtually 
hundreds of semantic differential scales. The resulting 
Viewer Response Profiles (Wells, 1964; Wells, Leavitt and 
McConville, 1971; Schlinger, 1979) characterize the nature 
of consumers' reactions to advertising. For example. 
Wells (1964) identified three factors which he labeled 
"attractiveness," "meaningfulness" and "vitality" which 
correspond closely to Osgood et al.'s (1957) evaluation, 
potency and activity dimensions. Wells, Leavitt and 
McConville (1971) included six factors in their reaction 
profile (i.e., humor, vigor, sensuousness, uniqueness, 
personal relevance and irritation). Schlinger (1979) 
described consumers' reactions with seven dimensions (i.e., 
entertainment, confusion, relevant news, brand 
reinforcement, empathy, familiarity and alienation). 
Reaction profile research relies heavily on the use of 
semantic differential scales as a measurement method. Note 
that most of the dimensions in these reaction profiles do 
not reflect affective (i.e., feelings-oriented) responses 
evoked by advertising. As we shall see later in this 
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chapter, however, the influence of this early reaction 
profile research is clearly evidenced in measurement of Aad. 
Cognitive Response Research. The cognitive response 
approach is another method of assessing consumers' 
subjective reactions to advertising. Greenwald (1968) 
originally outlined cognitive response theory, suggesting 
that the recipients of a persuasive appeal generate thoughts 
(i.e., cognitive responses) during exposure to the message. 
These thoughts reflect agreement (e.g., support argument) or 
disagreement (e.g., counterargument, source derogation) with 
the message. Further, these self-generated thoughts were 
proposed to mediate the persuasive impact of the message. 
Wright (1973) was first to apply this interesting 
theory to explaining the impact of advertising on brand 
attitude. In cognitive response research, subjects provide 
thought-listings (i.e., cognitive response protocols) of 
thoughts which occurred to them during exposure to the 
message. Wright (1973) focused on examining responses that 
mediated the acceptance of the information (i.e., content) 
in the advertisement. Consequently, his research included 
four response categories most directly suggested by 
Greenwald (1968), i.e., support argument, counterargument, 
source derogation and curiosity (about the product). As 
this useful approach became more widely applied in marketing 
(cf. Wright, 1975; Olson, Toy and Dover, 1978; Sternthal, 
Dholakia and Leavitt, 1978; Belch, 1981), researchers noted 
that consumers' freely-elicited responses included various 
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evaluative/affective reactions to the advertisement itself 
(i.e., non-content, executional aspects). This prompted 
investigators to create response categories more suited to 
advertising research such as source bolstering (Belch, 
1981), ad-execution cognitions (MacKenzie and Lutz, 1982) 
and ad-related cognitions (Gardner, 1985). Lutz and Swasy 
(1977) noted that only brand-related cognitive responses 
should exert a direct influence on changes in brand 
attitude. MacKenzie and Lutz (1982) suggested that the 
influence of advertising-related cognitive responses on 
brand attitude was mediated by Aad. Given this historical 
background, it is not surprising that cognitive responses 
are frequently used as measures of Aad. As we shall see 
later in this chapter, cognitive responses and semantic 
differential scales are the two most popular approaches to 
measuring this valuable construct. 
Thus, the conceptual roots of the Aad construct itself 
can be traced back to early beginnings in both reaction 
profile and cognitive response research. We turn now to a 
brief discussion of the concept of involvement, which gave 
rise to the notion of Aad as a direct, causal influence on 
brand attitude. 
The Concept of Involvement. Krugman (1965) introduced 
the notion of advertising involvement, suggesting that a 
substantial amount of advertising is afforded very little 
cognitive effort by its audience. Involvement reflects the 
amount of arousal or interest evoked by a particular 
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advertisement (Mitchell, 1979). Hence, it determines the 
degree of attention devoted to that advertisement. The 
level of involvement influences the processing trategy of 
the message receiver (Shimp, 1981) and determines the amount 
of active participation (i.e., cognitive effort) devoted to 
information processing. Early notions of involvement 
characterized the construct as a high/low dichotomy 
(Krugman, 1965; Robertson, 1976; Houston and Rothschild, 
1977). In the context of advertising research, this implied 
that where involvement was high, message recipients actively 
processed the brand-related information (i.e., content) in 
the advertisement. Where involvement was low, message 
recipients simply did not process the brand-related 
information. Thus, "processing strategy" was defined as 
whether or not the message recipient consciously attended to 
and considered the brand-related information (i.e., content) 
in the advertisement. Noting the potential importance of 
ad-execution thoughts in cognitive response research, 
Gardner, Mitchell and Russo (1978) expanded this typology of 
processing strategies to include "strategy-limited" low 
involvement. This was proposed as a form of low involvement 
where little to no attention is devoted to brand-related 
information, but a considerable amount of interest is evoked 
by the advertisement itself (i.e., executional aspects). 
That is, these authors suggested three "processing 
strategies". "High involvement" occurs when message 
receivers attend to and consciously process the brand- 
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related information in an advertisement with the objective 
of evaluating the advertised brand. "Strategy-limited 
involvement" occurs when message receivers' attention is 
focused on the executional aspects of the advertisement 
itself, and the brand-related information is ignored. And 
"attention-limited involvement" occurs when message 
receivers do not consciously pay any attention to either 
either the brand-related information or the executional 
aspects of the advertisement itself. 
The notion of strategy-limited low involvement was 
central to Shimp's original (1981) conceptualization of Aad. 
Specifically, Shimp suggested that Aad could directly 
influence brand attitude under conditions of strategy- 
limited low involvement, where consumers did attend to the 
executional aspects of the advertisement but did not process 
the brand information content. Based on a classical 
conditioning rationale, both Shimp (1981) and Mitchell and 
Olson (1981) proposed that under conditions of low 
involvement, consumers' overall affect toward an adver¬ 
tisement (i.e., tendency to like or dislike) could 
"transfer" to the advertised brand. This notion that Aad 
could exert a direct, formative influence on brand attitude 
is firmly founded in the (low) involvement theory of 
information processing and brand attitude formation. 
Emergence of Attitude-toward-the-Ad. The first 
published empirical research on the relationship between Aad 
and brand attitude appeared in the Journal of Business 
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Research where Messmer (19 ~ 9 ) suggested that subjects' 
reacticc tc ac advertisement (i.e., Aad) was influenced by 
treir initial vpre-exposure) attitude toward the advertised 
brand. Mitchell and Olson (1981) introduced the notion of 
Aad tc the marketing literature in the Journal of Marketing 
Research. They defined Aad as "the subjects evaluation of 
the overall advertising stimulus" (p. 327). They avoided 
the potential confound of pre-exposure brand attitude by 
using hypothetical brands (of facial tissue). They measured 
Aad with a series of semantic differential scales and 
examined the relative influence of brand-related beliefs 
compared to the influence of Aad on measures of brand 
attitude. In this seminal article, Mitchell and Olson 
report a significant influence of both brand-related beliefs 
and Aad on changes in consumers' brand attitude. 
That same year in the Journal of Advertising, Shimp 
(1981) also suggested Aad's usefulness in explaining 
advertising's influence on consumers' brand attitude. His 
detailed conceptualization of Aad proposed two relatively 
distinct components, one cognitive and one emotional in 
nature. The cognitive component results from consumers' 
conscious evaluation of the attributes of an advertisement. 
In contrast, the emotional component results from the 
arousal of an affective response (e.g., a feeling of love, 
sorrow, anxiety) during exposure to an advertisement. 
Shimp (1981) presented strong theoretical arguments for 
a relationship between Aad and brand attitude. Mitchell and 
27 
Olson (1981) presented empirical evidence in support of that 
relationship. Thus, both articles imply the importance of 
Aad in copy-testing research. The potential value of Aad is 
further evidenced by a considerable amount of published 
research on this construct. 
This study examines the effect of two experimental 
factors (instructions and personal relevance) on two 
separate issues suggested in Shimp's (1981) and Mitchell 
and Olson's (1981) work respectively. The first is a 
measurement issue, specifically the behavior of cognitive 
measures (Shimp's cognitive domain) versus the behavior of 
affective measures (emotional domain) of Aad. The second 
issue concerns the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude, specifically the relative influence of brand- 
related beliefs versus the influence of Aad on changes in 
consumers' brand attitudes. The next section presents a 
review of existing research on Aad with a focus on how this 
construct has been measured since originally proposed in 
1981. 
Measurement of Attitude-Toward-the-Ad 
The measures used to empirically represent Aad in a 
single study directly reflect the researcher's interpre¬ 
tation of the conceptual domain of the construct. The 
conceptual and empirical distinction between consumers' 
evaluative reactions (i.e., judgments about the attributes 
of an advertisement) and their affective responses (i.e.. 
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feelings aroused during exposure to an advertisement) in 
described here. This review of Aad's measurement tradition 
suggests that in a cumulative sense, published operational¬ 
izations reflect an interpretive bias toward consumers' 
cognitive, evaluative judgments about the attributes of an 
advertisement. This section ends with a discussion of 
published measures of affective response that hold much 
promise for better understanding the nature of advertising's 
influence on brand attitude. The review of the measurement 
practice in Aad research is prefaced by a discussion of the 
conceptual distinction between affective response and 
evaluative reaction. 
Affective Response versus Evaluative Reaction. This 
section's premise is that there is an important conceptual 
distinction between consumers' affective response to an 
advertisement and their evaluative reaction to that 
advertisement. Given Shimp's (1981) original conceptual¬ 
ization of Aad as having separate emotional (affective) and 
cognitive (evaluative) components, this distinction is 
fundamental to Aad's conceptual domain. This distinction is 
important here because one objective of this proposed 
research is to examine the effect of two experimental 
factors (i.e., nature of the instructions given to 
respondents and perceived personal relevance of the message) 
on these alternative measures of Aad (i.e., affective versus 
evaluative). As we shall see, published measures of Aad 
fall primarily into these two categories, i.e., measures 
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that reflect consumers' affective (feeling) responses and 
those that reflect consumers' evaluative (cognitive) 
reactions. The conceptual distinction between affect and 
cognition begins this discussion. 
Affect versus Cognition. "Feeling" is different from 
"thinking" (Zajonc, 1980). In his treatise on "feeling 
versus thinking", Zajonc (1980) suggests that "affect" is 
simply a feeling response. Further, this feeling response 
occurs at the sensory level (as opposed to the cognitive 
level) and is perceived by an individual as an inner feeling 
state. In contrast, cognition is simply the transformation 
(processing, interpretation, encoding) of information. 
Zajonc suggests that affect is a basic perceptual feeling 
response that occurs automatically and without effort when 
an individual encounters an attitude object. In contrast, 
cognition requires the individual to invest energy (i.e., 
cognitive effort) to process information and produce 
thought. He argues strongly that affect and cognition are 
fundamentally different by their nature and further, 
proposes an "affect registration system remote from 
conscious verbal processing" (1980, p. 167). Thus, Zajonc 
suggests that affective responses are processed (i.e., 
experienced) differently from, and perhaps independently of, 
conscious cognitive evaluations. 
Affective versus Evaluative Measurement. Both 
"feeling" and "thinking" are fundamental components of the 
conceptual domain of Aad. The impact of the conceptual 
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distinction between affect and cognition for empirical 
research on Aad depends on the ability of our measures to 
reflect this conceptual distinction. Recent consumer and 
social psychological literature strongly suggests the 
importance of the empirical distinction between affective 
response and evaluative reaction in the study of affect in 
general (cf. Abelson et al., 1982; Simon, 1982; Breckler, 
1984; Isen, 1984b; Cacioppo et al., 1986) and in the study 
of ad-evoked affect in particular (cf. Lutz, 1985; Allen 
and Madden, 1986). 
In the context of Aad research, Burke and Edell (1986) 
note the conceptual difference between asking subjects 
"whether they are personally amused by the ad" and asking 
subjects "whether they would describe the ad as amusing" (p. 
117). Their comment illustrates an important point that 
distinguishes measures of affective response (feeling state) 
from measures of evaluative reaction (cognitive process). 
An affective response is a feeling state experienced by the 
individual (i.e., the subject either did or did not feel 
amused by the ad). Thus, a measure of affective response 
reflects the subject's inner-state that results from 
exposure to the advertisement. In contrast, an evaluative 
reaction is simply a valenced thought about the attributes 
of the advertisement. Consequently, a measure of evaluative 
reaction reflects the subject's cognitive judgment which is 
directed toward an external object (in this case, an 
31 
advertisement). With this distinction in mind, the next 
section examines the measurement tradition in Aad research. 
Review of Measurement Practice. A chronological review 
of published empirical research on Aad is provided herein as 
Appendix A (p. 160). This review outlines the purpose and 
results of each study and further, describes in detail the 
operationalizations of relevant constructs. A wide variety 
of measurement methods have been used to operationalize Aad. 
The measurement tradition in Aad research is summarized 
in Table 1. Some researchers have operationalized Aad with 
one single-item, global measure of consumers' overall 
reaction (cf. Batra and Ray, 1986; Park and Young, 1986). 
Other researchers have used one multi-item scale such as a 
series of semantic differential scales or a series of belief 
statements (cf. Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Burke and Edell, 
1986). Still others have used multiple measurement methods 
(cf. Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Gardner, 1985; Madden, 
Dillon and Twible, 1986;). The most frequently-used 
measures of Aad are semantic differential scales, cognitive 
responses and Likert-type measures (cf. Messmer, 1979; 
Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Burke and Edell, 1982; MacKenzie 
and Lutz, 1982; Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Gardner, 
1985; Burke and Edell, 1986; MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 
1986; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986; Stout and Leckenby, 
1986 ) . 
Semantic differential, cognitive response and Likert 
methods all reflect subjects' valenced thoughts about the 
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TABLE 1 
CROSSTABULATION OF PUBLISHED OPERATIONALIZATIONS 
BY STUDY AND BY CONSTRUCT 
Legend: SD = Semantic differential 
LK = Likert-type belief statements 
GBL = Single overall measure 
CR = Cognitive response protocols 
B*E = Beliefs times evaluations 
* = Other (affective response measure) 
- = no measure of brand attitude 
Messmer (1979) 
Mitchell and Olson (1981) 
Burke and Edell (1982) 
MacKenzie and Lutz (1982) 
Gelb and Pickett (1983) 
Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch 
(1983) 
Moore and Hutchinson (1983) 
Gardner (1985) 
Gresham and Shimp (1985) 
Madden, Allen and Twible 
(1985) 
Madden, Debevec and Twible 
(1985) 
Moore and Hutchinson (1985) 
Aaker, Stayman and Hagerty 
(1986) 
Batra and Ray (1986) 
Aad Brand Attitude 
LK SD 
SD B*E 
SD GBL 
SD, CR SD,GBL,CR 
GBL GBL 
SD, CR SD, CR 
* GBL 
SD, CR SD,CR,B*E 
* SD, B*E 
SD, CR, * — 
SD, LK, * SD, LK, * 
* GBL 
GBL SD 
GBL SD 
(continued) 
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TABLE 1 (cont.) 
Burke and Edell (1986) 
MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 
(1986) 
Madden, Dillon and Twible 
(1986) 
Mitchell (1986) 
Park and Young (1986) 
Stout and Leckenby (1986) 
Cox and Locander (1987) 
Muehling (1987) 
Burton and Lichtenstein 
(1988) 
Muehling and Laczniak (1988) 
Allen and Madden (1989) 
Aad Brand Attitude 
SD GBL 
SD, CR SD, CR 
SD, LK, * SD, LK, * 
SD SD, CR 
GBL GBL,CR,B*E 
LK LK 
SD SD, LK 
SD SD 
SD — 
SD, LK SD, LK 
SD, CR, * _ _ __ 
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advertising stimulus and hence, are measures of evaluative 
reaction. When responding to a series of semantic 
differential scales, subjects decide whether or not the 
stimulus contained elements that were interesting, valuable, 
irritating, etc. Inasmuch as this method reflects subjects' 
cognitive judgments, and those judgments are 
externally-oriented (i.e., directed at the attributes of the 
advertisement), the semantic differential method is clearly 
evaluative in nature. Ad-execution cognitions are (by 
definition) thoughts directed at the executional elements of 
the advertisement. Likert-type measures reflect (again by 
definition) the degree to which subjects agree or disagree 
with some set of valenced beliefs about the advertisement. 
These measurement methods reflect subjects' conscious, 
cognitive evaluation of the advertisement. These methods 
provide important information about subjects' evaluative 
judgments, but they provide no information about subjects' 
feeling response. 
In contrast, some researchers have operationalized Aad 
with measures which do reflect subjects' affective (feeling) 
responses (cf. Moore and Hutchinson, 1983, 1985; Gresham 
and Shimp, 1985; Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985; Aaker, 
Stayman and Hagerty, 1986; Batra and Ray, 1986; Madden, 
Dillon and Twible, 1986). These affective measures 
explicitly recruit a report of subjects' internal feeling 
response that occurred during exposure to the advertisement. 
For example, subjects in Moore and Hutchinson's research 
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(1983 and 1985) reported (on a single scale) their personal 
"emotional reaction" to the stimulus. 
Several studies (i.e., Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985; 
Madden, Debevec and Twible, 1985; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 
1986) measure Aad with an "affect index" modeled closely 
after the work of Abelson et al. (1982). With this measure, 
subjects are instructed to consider a series of adjectives 
(taken from Abelson et al.'s "affect checklist") that 
specifically describe feeling states (e.g., happy, angry, 
hopeful, anxious). With respect to each adjective, subjects 
respond to the question "Did this advertisement make you 
feel -?" and each scale is anchored with very much so/not 
at all. Thus, this type of measure explicitly asks subjects 
to report on their own feelings during exposure to the 
advertisement. 
Gresham and Shimp (1985) developed their own scale to 
measure affective response. They first had a panel of 
judges rate a series of items on a five-point scale anchored 
with affective versus cognitive. Seven affective items with 
mean scores greater than one standard deviation from the 
grand mean were included in the final measurement 
instrument. Subjects in the main study indicated how well 
each item (soothed, warmhearted, sorry, sad, affectionate, 
happy and elated) described their feelings while watching 
the advertisement. Affective response was operationalized 
as each subject's mean score. 
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Two recent studies develop a measure of affective 
response based on subjects' verbal protocols. Batra and 
Ray's (1986) subjects responded to the question: "What 
thoughts and feelings went through your mind as you were 
watching the commercial?" (emphasis added). Responses were 
coded as positive ad-execution thoughts, negative 
ad-execution thoughts and expressions of feeling response 
(such as affection, elation, vigor). Stout and Leckenby's 
(1986) measure of affective response included responses 
expressed as "I felt..." or "it made me feel...". Both 
studies report a significant, positive relationship between 
these measures of affective response and Aad. 
Madden, Allen and Twible (1985) designed a study to 
validate the affective response/evaluative reaction 
distinction with advertising response data. Subjects 
listened to either a humorous or a nonhumorous radio 
advertisement and responded to both an evaluative (semantic 
differential) and an affective (Abelson-like index described 
earlier) measure of Aad. Confirmatory factor analysis of 
items showed two distinct dimensions of response. One 
dimension was composed of evaluative items (e.g., good/bad, 
interesting/boring, tasteful/tasteless). The other 
dimension was composed of affective items (e.g., cheerful, 
stimulated, soothed). Further, discriminant analysis 
revealed that the affective items could distinguish between 
treatment conditions (which differed in the degree to which 
the advertisement did/did not evoke an affective response 
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during exposure). These data present evidence of a 
meaningful empirical distinction between measures of 
affective response and measures of evaluative reaction. 
Further, these findings suggest that these alternative 
measures of Aad do indeed provide different kinds of 
information about consumers' reactions to advertising. 
Summary. The measures used to empirically represent 
Aad in a single study directly reflect the researcher's 
interpretation of the conceptual domain of the construct. 
It seems clear from this review of measurement practice that 
some researchers interpret Aad in terms of cognitive 
evaluations and others interpret this construct in terms of 
affective responses. Both cognitive evaluation and 
affective response are essential components of Aad's 
conceptual domain (Shimp, 1981). Evaluative measures 
reflect subjects' judgments about the advertisement and 
affective measures reflect subjects' feeling responses. 
Thus, each measure provides different (and essential) 
information on consumers' reactions to advertising. 
Shimp (1981) emphasized the importance of the 
distinction between the evaluative (cognitive) and affective 
(emotional) components of Aad by arguing (a la Zajonc, 1980) 
that these "dimensions are non-equivalent in their impact on 
consumers due to different underlying mechanisms — one a 
conscious process and the other non-volitional" (p. 10). 
Greenwald and Leavitt's (1984) principle of higher-level 
dominance also suggests a "non-equivalent impact" of 
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evaluative reactions versus affective responses. This 
principle suggests that careful, conscious consideration of 
an advertisement may inhibit its potential for evoking an 
affective response. That is, where audience involvement is 
high, deliberate, cognitive evaluation of an advertisement 
will dominate affective response. One objective of this 
proposed research is to examine the behavior of evaluative 
versus affective measures of Aad while varying the nature of 
the instructions given to respondents and the perceived 
personal relevance of the message. Hypotheses suggest 
differences in the relative influence of evaluative versus 
measures given various types of instructions and levels of 
personal relevance. The last two sections in this chapter 
discuss these two experimental factors; hypotheses are 
presented after that discussion. The next section reviews 
the empirical findings in this research stream and 
summarizes what we know about Aad. 
Review of Empirical Literature 
This synthesis begins with a discussion of the 
substantive issues, empirical findings and methodological 
characteristics of this research stream. Finally, 
individual studies that are particularly relevant to this 
proposed research are discussed in detail. 
Substantive Issues in Aad Research. The substantive 
characteristics of a research stream are defined by the 
nature of the specific research problems that have been 
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studied (Houston, Peter and Sawyer, 1983). Substantive 
issues are reflected by the research objectives in 
Appendix A (p. 160). 
Most existing research focuses on examining the 
strength and/or the nature of the relationship between Aad 
and brand attitude. For example, some studies examine the 
effect of various stimulus characteristics such as 
positively- versus negatively-valenced advertisements 
(Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Gresham and Shimp, 1985) and 
humorous versus serious executions (Gelb and Pickett, 1983; 
Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986; Allen and Madden, 1989) on 
the relationship between Aad and brand attitude. Other 
researchers have manipulated audience characteristics such 
as the level and/or the nature of subjects' involvement with 
the message (Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Park and 
Young, 1986) and the nature of subjects' instructions prior 
to exposure to the message (Gardner, 1985; Madden, Allen and 
Twible, 1985). In general, these studies report 
consistently significant evidence of a strong positive 
association between constructs across all conditions 
(Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Gelb and Pickett, 1983; Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Gardner, 1985; Gresham and Shimp, 
1985; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986; Park and Young, 1986; 
Allen and Madden, 1989). 
Researchers have also examined alternative structural 
specifications of the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude (MacKenzie and Lutz, 1982; MacKenzie, Lutz and 
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Belch, 1986). Structural equation models specify the nature 
of predicted relationships between advertising response 
variables (e.g., between ad cognitions, brand cognitions, 
Aad and brand attitude). The results of both studies 
suggest that Aad exerts a significant and direct causal 
influence on brand attitude. Further, MacKenzie, Lutz and 
Belch's (1986) data suggest that Aad can also influence 
brand attitude indirectly through brand cognitions. 
Although this strikingly consistent empirical support 
of a significant positive relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude is encouraging, the results of other studies 
suggest a cautious interpretation with respect to the 
validity of this relationship. For example, Moore and 
Hutchinson (1983, 1985) examined the relationship between 
constructs over time. The results of both investigations 
showed that the empirical relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude was strongest when measured immediately after 
exposure, i.e., the association between constructs 
decreased significantly when measured after both a two-day 
and a seven-day delay. Further, other studies suggest that 
the construct validity of Aad may be compromised both where 
subjects fail to attend to (and hence, do not form an 
attitude toward) the executional elements of the 
advertisement (Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986; Allen and 
Madden, 1989) and where the same measures are used for both 
the Aad and brand attitude constructs (Madden, Debevec and 
Twible, 1985; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986). Under these 
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conditions, covariation between constructs (i.e., Aad and 
brand attitude) may be due to method variance rather than 
trait variance. 
In contrast to the research discussed thus far, other 
studies have characterized Aad as a dependent variable. For 
example, in an early study Burke and Edell (1982) examined 
the underlying structure of Aad. In the spirit of response 
profile research, they measured Aad with a series of 
semantic differential scales. Their analysis yielded three 
distinct dimensions of response which the authors 
interpreted as evaluation, activity and potency (a la Osgood 
et al., 1957). Several recent studies report a significant 
positive association between measures of affective (feeling) 
response and Aad (Aaker, Stayman and Hagerty, 1986; Batra 
and Ray, 1986; Stout and Leckenby, 1986). 
Still other studies have examined the behavior of 
alternative measures of Aad under various conditions. In a 
recent study Burke and Edell (1986) found that subjects' 
responses to a single-item (i.e., global) measure versus a 
multi-item (i.e., series of semantic differential scales) 
measure of Aad exhibited very different patterns of 
favorability over time. And finally. Madden, Allen and 
Twible (1985) found that subjects' responses to evaluative 
(i.e., semantic differential, cognitive response) measures 
versus an affective (i.e., feelings-oriented) measure of Aad 
varied significantly between disguised and undisguised 
ad-evaluation task conditions. 
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Methodological Characteristics of Aad Research. 
Methodological characteristics refer to research design 
features, e.g., the nature of the sample, the stimuli used 
and circumstances of exposure. Table 2 summarizes these 
methodological characteristics of Aad research. 
Researchers have utilized samples drawn from both 
student populations (Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Gardner, 
1985; Gresham and Shimp, 1985; MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 
1986; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986) and "real-world" 
consumer populations (MacKenzie and Lutz, 1982; Batra and 
Ray, 1986; Park and Young, 1986). Subjects have been 
exposed to various types of stimuli: television adver¬ 
tisements (Gresham and Shimp, 1985; Madden, Debevec and 
Twible, 1985; Batra and Ray, 1986; Park and Young, 1986), 
radio advertisements (Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985; Allen 
and Madden, 1986, 1989; MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986) and 
print advertisements (Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Moore and 
Hutchinson, 1983, 1985; Gardner, 1985). 
About half of the existing studies have used 
"experimental" stimuli, i.e., bogus advertisements for 
hypothetical brands (Mitchell and Olson, 1981; Gardner, 
1985; Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985; Park and Young, 1986). 
Other studies have used actual advertisements for real 
products (Gelb and Pickett, 1983; Moore and Hutchinson, 
1983, 1985; Gresham and Shimp, 1985; Burke and Edell, 1986). 
Despite Messmer's (1979) caution that consumers' pre¬ 
exposure brand attitude can influence Aad, most studies fail 
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TABLE 2 
HSTHCTCIjQGICAL CHARACTERISTICS IN Aad RESEARCH 
Legend: Sample: S * Students 
C * *ReaX-vorld* consumers 
Stimuli: Actual * Real advertisements for 
existing products 
Experimental = Bogus advertisements for 
hypothetical products 
Ex to sure 
Setting: L = experimental/copy-testing situation 
N = Naturalistic exposure situation 
Task: D = Disguised task 
UD = Undisguised task 
n Sample Stimuli 
Exposure 
Setting 
Ad-Eval 
Task 
Messmer 
(1979) 
177 S TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Mitchell & Olson 
(1981) 
71 S Print 
Exper. 
L UD 
Shimp & Yokum 
(1981) 
88 S Print 
Exper. 
L UD 
Burke and Edell 
(1982) 
184 S TV 
Actual 
N UD 
MacKenzie & Lutz 
(1982) 
150 C TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Gelb & Pickett 
(1983) 
383 C Print 
Actual 
N UD 
Lutz et al. 
(1983) 
260 C TV 
Exper. 
L UD 
Moore & Hutchinson 
(1983) 
46 S Print 
Actual 
L UD 
Madden et al. 
(1984) 
110 S Radio 
Exper. 
L UD 
Gardner 
(1985) 
136 S Print 
Exper. 
L * 
(continued) 
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TABLE 2 (cont.) 
n Sample Stimuli 
Exposure 
Setting 
Ad-Eval 
Task 
Gresham & Shimp 
(1985) 
168 S TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Madden et al. 
(1985) 
136 S Radio 
Exper. 
L * 
Madden et al. 
(1985) 
45 S TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Moore & Hutchinson 
(1985) 
169 S Print 
Actual 
L UD 
Aaker et al. 
(1986) 
198 S TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Allen & Madden 
(1986) 
60 S Radio 
Exper. 
L UD 
Batra & Ray 
(1986) 
120 C TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Burke & Edell 
(1986) 
184 S TV 
Actual 
N UD 
MacKenzie et al. 
(1986) 
225 s TV 
Exper. 
L UD 
Mitchell 
(1986) 
69 s Print 
Exper. 
L D 
Park & Young 
(1986) 
120 c TV 
Exper. 
L * 
Stout & Leckenby 
(1986) 
1498 c TV 
Actual 
L UD 
Cox & Locander 
(1987) 
298 s Print 
Exper. 
L D 
Muehling 
(1987) 
133 s Print 
Exper. 
L D 
Burton et al. 
(1988) 
278 s Print 
Exper. 
L D 
Mueling & Laczniak 
(1988) 
89 s Print 
Exper. 
L D 
45 
to control for initial brand attitude (exceptions include 
Moore and Hutchinson, 1983, 1985; Gresham and Shimp, 1985; 
Madden, Debevec and Twible, 1985). 
In the vast majority of studies, subjects' exposure to 
the advertising stimulus has occurred in an undisguised 
copy-testing setting (exceptions are Burke and Edell, 1982, 
1986; Gelb and Pickett, 1983 and Madden, Allen and Twible, 
1985). Thus, in almost all existing Aad research, subjects 
were aware that their task was to evaluate the 
advertisement. That is, at the moment of exposure 
subjects knew that they would be asked to provide their 
reactions to the advertising. 
Discussion. The existing body of literature on Aad 
reflects a wide variety of substantive issues. To the 
degree that researchers have examined a diverse set of 
research problems, we have accumulated a breadth of 
knowledge about this construct. 
There is a substantial amount of empirical evidence 
supporting a significant relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude. These consistently significant findings imply the 
potential value of the Aad construct both for improving our 
theoretical understanding of advertising's influence on 
consumers' brand attitudes and for improving copy-testing 
practice. 
However, the efficacy of advertising research depends 
on the ability to make valid generalizations. To the degree 
that some methodological characteristics do vary among 
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existing studies, we can generalize empirical findings - for 
example to both student and consumer populations and across 
various media. However, almost all Aad research has been 
conducted in a copy-testing situation where subjects were 
aware that their task was to evaluate the advertising. 
Thus, with little to no variance among existing studies on 
the circumstances of exposure, we cannot necessarily 
generalize beyond that copy-testing situation. 
Actual or Artifactual? Some existing research on Aad 
suggests that the empirical relationship between Aad and 
brand attitude may be an artifact of the laboratory (i.e., 
copy-testing) setting (Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; 
Gresham and Shimp, 1985; Madden, Dillon and Twible, 1986; 
Allen and Madden, 1989). For example, researchers have 
reported unexpectedly significant relationships between Aad 
and brand attitude. Gresham and Shimp (1985) pretested 
positively-, negatively- and neutrally-valenced television 
advertisements for their experiment. The design was a test 
of the classical conditioning explanation of the relation¬ 
ship between Aad and brand attitude, for which there was 
only partial support. The analysis was confounded by the 
unexpected significant relationship in the neutrally- 
valenced condition. 
Allen and Madden (1986) examined the classical 
conditioning explanation and created experimental conditions 
which were specifically designed to generate no ad-evoked 
affect. Subjects were exposed to either a humorous or a 
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serious version of a radio commercial for a hypothetical 
dairy product. In a third condition, subjects simply read 
the transcribed copy of the serious advertisement. These 
subjects were not expected to form an attitude toward the 
advertisement at all. A direct, significant relationship 
was found in all three conditions. These authors question 
the discriminant validity between constructs and suggest 
"how easy it is to produce an (artifactual) association" 
(p. 33). 
In their deceptive advertising study, Shimp and Yokum 
(1981) examined the relationship between Aad and actual 
behavior, i.e., repeat-purchasing behavior. Surprisingly, 
they found that Aad was a significantly stronger predictor 
of repeat-purchase behavior than the advertising treatment, 
i.e., the factual/deceptive quality of the information 
content. The more favorable Aad, the more often subjects 
repeat-purchased the product. 
Lutz, MacKenzie and Eelch (1983) examined the relative 
influence of information content versus Aad on consumers' 
brand attitude. Rather than varying the information 
contained in the advertisement, they varied subjects 
motivation and ability to process that information. They 
predicted and found a significant relationship between Aad 
and brand attitude in the low motivation/low ability 
condition. Contrary to predictions, Aad was also a 
significant influence on brand attitude in the high 
motivation/high ability condition. Further, Aad was a 
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significantly stronger influence than brand beliefs where 
subjects were motivated and able to process the information 
contained in the advertisements. The authors (i.e.. Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch) suggested demand characteristics as a 
potential explanation for this unexpected finding: 
"Placing subjects in an ad pretesting 
situation may simply 'set' them for a 
particular mode of response. Drawing 
more attention than is normally the case 
to the ad may suppress otherwise 
naturally-occurring brand-related 
responses. One way to test for this 
potential biasing effect would be to 
vary the 'set' in the situation, with 
some subjects being instructed to focus 
on the ad, some on the brand, and some 
on the program. If the dominance of Aad 
over brand beliefs as a predictor of 
brand attitude holds up across 'sets', 
then the effect would be considered more 
robust" (1983, p. 537). 
Demand Artifact. Krugman (1965) suggested that a 
substantial amount of advertising is afforded very little 
cognitive effort by its audience. Most naturalistic (i.e., 
non-experimental) exposure to advertising is accidental and 
consumer learning is incidental rather than intentional 
(Mitchell, 1979). Batra and Ray (1983) note that consumers' 
processing of advertising occurs, if at all, under 
conditions which are primarily: 1) not involving, 2) rushed 
(e.g., approximately four seconds are spent on the average 
magazine advertisement) and 3) "noisy" (i.e., the cluttered, 
over-advertised nature of media environments). And yet, 
most advertising research fails to mirror these conditions. 
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Demand characteristics include all aspects of the 
experimental setting which cause the subject to perceive, 
interpret and act upon what one believes is expected or 
desired by the experimenter (Sawyer, 1975). Orne noted: 
"Insofar as the subject cares about the outcome, 
his perceptions of his role and the hypothesis 
being tested, it will become a significant 
determinant of his behavior" (1969, p. 146, 
emphasis added). 
Page (1969) argues pointedly against non-disguised 
experimental manipulations and suggests that this condition 
can potentially lead to an artificial evaluation of stimuli. 
And McGuire (1969) suggests that the most important aspect 
of the manipulation to disguise is the fact that the 
subject's persuasiveness (i.e., attitude change) is of 
interest to the experimenter. 
The potential threat of demand artifact has not gone 
unnoticed by Aad researchers (Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 
1983; Gardner, 1985; Lutz, 1985; Allen and Madden, 1989). 
Undisguised copy-testing situations make it obvious to 
subjects prior to exposure that their "experimental 
function" is to furnish reactions to and/or evaluations of 
the advertisement(s). To the degree that this ad-evaluation 
task awareness creates an artificially deep, cognitively- 
-oriented processing (i.e., alters subjects' information 
processing objectives), the generalizability of research 
findings is compromised. 
In his excellent review. Sawyer (1975) pointed to the 
potential threat of demand artifact to the validity of 
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consumer research findings. He also proposed methods to 
evaluate the potential effect of demand artifact on research 
results (e.g., the strength and/or nature of the relation¬ 
ship between Aad and brand attitude). These methods include 
the non-experiment, post-experimental inquiry, hetero-method 
replication and manipulation of demand cues. This 
dissertation manipulates a potential demand cue (i.e., ad- 
evaluation task awareness) and examines the behavior of the 
Aad construct. 
Summary. Consistently significant evidence of a strong 
positive relationship between Aad and brand attitude implies 
that Aad is potentially very valuable in both theoretical 
and practical copy-testing research. However, despite 
existing research suggesting that the observed relationship 
between Aad and brand attitude may be an artifact of the 
copy-testing setting, almost all Aad research has been 
conducted in an undisguised copy-testing situation. That 
is, in most studies subjects were explicitly aware that 
their task was to evaluate the advertising. 
By definition, Aad is specific to the particular set of 
exposure circumstances in which it occurs and is measured. 
Lutz (1985) cautions that the same advertisement may elicit 
different reactions from the same person when viewed in a 
naturalistic versus a copy-testing environment as a function 
of the level and/or type of information processed by the 
individual. 
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The thesis of this research is that we must consider 
consumers' information processing objectives if we are to 
understand how advertising influences brand attitudes. The 
premise of this research is that both the instructions given 
to respondents in a copy-testing situation and the perceived 
personal relevance of the message will determine their 
information processing objectives, i.e., determine the level 
and/or type of information processed by the individual. The 
next section will discuss how these experimental factors 
affect consumers' information processing objectives and 
describe research which has varied the nature of the 
instructions and/or the perceived personal relevance of the 
message in a copy-testing situation. 
Information Processing Objectives 
and Copy-Testing Research 
A convincing body of literature suggests that 
respondents' information processing objectives mediate the 
effect of both 1) persuasive communication in general (cf. 
Craik and Lockhart, 1972; Schneider and Shiffrin, 1977; 
Chaiken, 1980; Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a, 1981b) and 2) 
advertising communication in particular (cf. Beattie and 
Mitchell, 1985; Gardner, 1985; Lichtenstein and Srull, 1985; 
Madden, Allen and Twible, 1985; Park and Young, 1986) on 
advertising response variables (e.g., recall, judgment, 
attitude, behavior). The objective of this dissertation is 
to isolate and examine the effect of consumers' information 
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processing objectives on both 1) the strength of the 
empirical relationship between Aad and brand attitude and 2) 
the relative dominance of evaluative versus affective 
measures of Aad. This section describes how ad-evaluation 
task awareness and message relevance can influence 
respondents' information processing objectives. Before 
proceeding, it seems advisable to explain what is meant by 
the term "information processing objectives". To accomplish 
this, this section begins with a brief discussion of the 
persuasion literature. 
Persuasion Theories and Information Processing Objectives 
An examination of recent persuasion literature reveals 
at least two different conceptualizations of the persuasion 
process, one emphasizing and one deemphasizing the 
importance of in-depth information processing. The first 
conceptualization reflects the traditional view of 
persuasion (e.g., Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Hovland, Janis 
and Kelley, 1953; McGuire, 1969) where attitude change is 
determined by the extent to which an individual attends to, 
comprehends and accepts/rejects the information contained in 
the message (e.g., advertisement). This traditional view 
portrays the message recipient as a rational, content- 
oriented individual who is motivated to understand and 
evaluate the information contained in the persuasive 
message. According to this general viewpoint, any variable 
which affects attitude change does so by influencing these 
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processes (i.e., attention, comprehension and yielding) that 
mediate changes in beliefs about the attitude object. 
A growing body of theory and research reflects a second 
conceptualization of the persuasion process. This 
perspective recognizes that individuals are not necessarily 
motivated to thoughtfully analyze the information contained 
in a persuasive message and suggests that message processing 
is sometimes better characterized as "shallow" (Craik and 
Lockhart, 1972), "automatic" (Schneider and Shiffrin, 1977), 
"heuristic" (Chaiken, 1980; Eagly and Chaiken, 1984) or 
"mindless" (Abelson, 1972; Langer, 1978). Further, this 
second perspective suggests that non-content message factors 
(e.g., source attractiveness, perceived credibility) can 
affect attitude change directly. That is, without 
necessarily influencing the individual's attention to, 
comprehension of or evaluation of the information contained 
in the message, non-content (i.e., executional) elements may 
directly affect the individual's attitude toward the object 
of the persuasive message. 
The Elaboration Likelihood Model. Petty and Cacioppo's 
(1981a) Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) assumes that each 
view is a valid description of the persuasion process under 
certain conditions. At the most general level, the ELM 
purports two basic routes to persuasion. The central route 
is based on the thoughtful consideration (i.e., elaboration) 
of the information contained in the message. The peripheral 
route is based on simple inferences about or affective 
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(i.e., feeling) responses to the executional elements (e.g., 
the attractive source) of the message. 
Elaboration is defined as the extent to which an 
r 
individual carefully scrutinizes the information contained 
in a message (Petty and Cacioppo, 1981a). The likelihood of 
elaboration is high where the individual is motivated and 
able to process and evaluate the information content. In 
this case, attitude change occurs via the central route. 
Where the individual is not motivated or able to process and 
evaluate the information, the elaboration likelihood is low 
and attitude change occurs via the peripheral route. 
This brief discussion of recent persuasion literature 
suggests that consumers' information processing objectives: 
1) be defined as their conscious intention to understand and 
evaluate the information contained in the advertisement, and 
2) depend on the intensity of their motivation to process 
that information. The premise of this research is that both 
the instructions prior to exposure and the perceived 
personal relevance of the message will determine 
respondents' motivation to process information and hence, 
affect their information processing objectives. The next 
section discusses the concept of involvement and explains 
that these experimental factors will influence not only the 
intensity but also the nature of respondents' information 
processing objectives. 
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Involvement and Information Processing Objectives 
Krugman (1965) defined involvement as "the number of 
conscious 'bridging experiences', connections or personal 
references per minute that the viewer makes between his own 
life and the stimulus" (p. 355). Since then, various 
conceptualizations of involvement have emerged in the 
marketing literature (cf. Houston and Rothschild, 1977; 
Gardner, Mitchell and Russo, 1978; Lastovicka and Gardner, 
1978; Clarke and Belk, 1979; Mitchell, 1981). They all 
imply that an individual high in involvement is more likely 
to intensively process and evaluate information than an 
individual low in involvement (Burnkrant and Sawyer, 1983). 
Involvement reflects the amount of arousal or interest 
evoked by a particular advertisement (Mitchell, 1979). 
Hence, involvement determines the degree of attention 
devoted to that advertisement. The level of involvement 
influences the processing strategy of the message receiver 
(Shimp, 1981) and determines the amount of active 
participation (i.e., cognitive effort) devoted to 
information processing. Thus, the level of involvement 
influences consumers' information processing objectives. 
Gardner, Mitchell and Russo (1978) proposed three 
levels of involvement which differ by the focus of the 
subject's attention. "High involvement" occurs when message 
receivers attend to and consciously process the brand- 
related information in an advertisement with the objective 
of evaluating the advertised brand. "Strategy-limited 
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involvement" occurs when the message receiver's attention is 
focused on the executional aspects of the advertisement 
itself, and the brand-related information is ignored. And 
"attention-limited involvement" occurs when message 
receivers do not consciously pay any attention to either the 
brand-related information or the executional aspects of the 
advertisement itself. Mitchell (1979) strongly suggested 
that advertising researchers must consider both the level of 
involvement (e.g., high versus low) and the direction of 
involvement (e.g., directed at the advertised brand versus 
directed at the executional elements of the advertisement). 
This brief discussion of involvement suggests that 
consumers' information processing objectives depend on both 
the intensity of their motivation to process and evaluate 
information (e.g., high versus low) and the direction of 
their attention (i.e., directed at the advertised brand 
versus the ad-execution). The next section describes the 
nature of the influence of the experimental factors in this 
research (i.e., instructions and perceived personal 
relevance) on consumers' information processing objectives. 
Task Awareness and Personal Relevance. Involvement 
comes in various forms. For example, Krugman's (1966, 1971) 
work focused primarily on media involvement. His contention 
was that television and print media differ with respect to 
audience involvement. Other researchers have examined the 
role of product characteristics (e.g., price or importance 
of product class decision) on consumers' involvement (cf. 
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Robertson, 1976; Houston and Rothschild, 1977; Lastovicka 
and Gardner, 1979). 
This dissertation examines the effect of task awareness 
and perceived personal relevance of the message on the 
behavior of Aad. The instructions given to respondents in a 
copy-testing situation define the nature of their task and 
hence, determine the direction (i.e., orientation) of their 
involvement. Thus, the nature of respondents' instructions 
will determine the content of their information processing 
objectives (i.e., brand-related information versus the 
executional elements of the advertisement). Personal 
relevance is defined as the extent to which a message has 
personal meaning (Sherif et al., 1973) or intrinsic 
importance (Sherif and Hovland, 1961) to the respondent. 
The perceived personal relevance of the message will 
determine the intensity of respondents' involvement, i.e., 
high versus low motivation to process information (Petty and 
Cacioppo, 1981). This study examines the effect of various 
levels of these two experimental factors on the empirical 
behavior of Aad. The next section presents research which 
has varied the direction and/or the intensity of consumers' 
information processing objectives by manipulating the nature 
of the instructions and/or the perceived personal relevance 
of the advertising message. 
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Copy-testing Research: Task Awareness 
Existing research clearly shows that subjects' 
perception of the nature of their task can affect the 
observed relationship between advertising response variables 
(cf. Beattie and Mitchell, 1985; Gardner, 1985; Lichtenstein 
and Srull, 1985; Park and Young, 1986). In all of these 
studies, researchers directed subjects' information 
processing objectives by varying the perception of their 
task. The purpose of this section is 1) to describe the 
experimental manipulations used by these researchers and 2) 
to present the results of these advertising response 
studies. 
Memory and Judgment. Lichtenstein and Srull (1985) 
examined the relationship between consumers' memory for an 
advertisement and their evaluative judgments about the 
advertised brand. In one group, subjects were instructed to 
read the ad with the purpose of forming an evaluation of the 
product so that they would later be able to judge how 
desirable it would be relative to other competing brands. 
Thus, their task was to evaluate the advertised brand. 
Another group of subjects was told that the ad was written 
by an undergraduate advertising major. Their task was to 
evaluate how coherent and interesting the ad was. 
Correlations between measures of recall and measures of 
evaluative judgment were significantly different between 
these two groups. The authors conclude that "subjects' 
information processing objectives or 'goals' are a critical 
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mediation variable that determines the nature of the 
relationship between recall and judgment" (p. 122). 
Further, they suggest that no type of advertising situation 
can be reasonably understood without considering the 
information processing objectives of the message recipient. 
Beattie and Mitchell (1985) also examined the relation¬ 
ship between advertising recall and evaluative judgment. 
Similar to Lichtenstein and Srull (1985), these authors 
manipulated the perceived nature of subjects' task and 
compared a "brand" to a "nonbrand" information processing 
strategy. In contrast to Lichtenstein and Srull (1985) who 
manipulated task perception with verbal instructions, 
Beattie and Mitchell (1985) had subjects perform an 
objective task that implied the nature of their experimental 
task. Specifically, all subjects were asked to complete a 
series of scales. In the brand processing condition, the 
scales were designed to focus subjects' attention on the 
product itself, and on the product information contained in 
the advertisement. In the nonbrand processing condition, 
the scales were designed to focus subjects' attention on the 
executional aspects of the advertisement itself. Subjects 
in the brand strategy condition tended toward better recall 
than those in the nonbrand strategy condition. Further, 
subjects in the brand strategy condition showed signif- 
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icantly more positive product evaluations1 that subjects in 
the nonbrand strategy condition. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad. Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch 
(1983) noted that the mediating role of processing strategy 
may be particularly critical in assessing the impact of Aad 
on brand attitude because subjects' processing strategy 
defines the focus of their attention (i.e., toward the 
advertised product vs. toward the executional elements of 
the advertisement itself). Gardner (1985) tested this 
notion by examining the observed relationship between Aad 
and brand attitude in a brand processing condition compared 
to a nonbrand processing condition. Half of the subjects 
were verbally instructed to examine each advertisement as 
though they were planning a purchase in the product class 
(brand strategy). The other half of the subjects were 
instructed to evaluate the style of the advertisement, i.e., 
its ability to attract and hold consumers' attention 
(nonbrand strategy). The results of this study showed that 
although the significant impact of Aad on brand attitude did 
not vary across conditions, the variance accounted for by 
changes in brand-related beliefs was significantly greater 
in the brand strategy condition. 
Park and Young (1986) also examined the relationship 
between Aad and brand attitude while manipulating subjects' 
information processing strategy with verbal instructions. 
1 This was true only for black-and-white (i.e. non¬ 
color) advertisements. 
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One group of subjects was asked to watch the advertisement 
as if they were trying to learn about the product's benefits 
and effectiveness. In this condition (cognitive involve¬ 
ment), subjects' attention was directed toward the brand's 
performance characteristics. A second group of subjects was 
asked to watch the advertisement as if they were going to 
purchase the product based on the advertisement's emotional 
appeal. In this condition (affective involvement), 
subjects' attention was directed specifically toward the 
emotional qualities of the advertisement itself. A third 
group of subjects was asked to view the advertisement as if 
they were very worried about a close friend who was 
seriously ill. This third condition (low involvement) was 
designed to divert subjects' attention away from the product 
as well as from the advertisement by directing the 
information processing orientation toward task-irrelevant 
thoughts. 
Consistent with Gardner's (1985) results, these 
researchers found that changes in brand-related beliefs only 
affected brand attitude when subjects' information 
processing strategy focused on evaluating the brand's 
performance characteristics (i.e., cognitive involvement 
condition).2 That is, in the affective involvement and low 
involvement conditions, changes in brand-related beliefs had 
2 Park and Young's (1986) 2x3 design included a music 
factor (present/absent). The clearcut main effect of 
processing strategy reported here was found only in the no 
music condition. 
62 
no significant effect on subjects' brand attitude and Aad 
was the only significant predictor of brand attitude. 
Contrary to Gardner's (1985) findings, however. Park and 
Young (1986) concluded that Aad was not a significant 
predictor of brand attitude in the cognitive involvement 
condition. 
In Park and Young's (1986) cognitive involvement 
condition, only brand-related beliefs had a significant 
effect on subjects' brand attitude. But in Gardner's (1985) 
brand strategy condition, both brand-related beliefs and Aad 
had a significant effect on subjects' brand attitude. One 
explanation for these conflicting findings with respect to 
the significant impact of Aad on brand attitude across 
information processing conditions is that neither Gardner 
(1985) nor Park and Young (1986) controlled for the 
perceived personal relevance of the advertising message. In 
other words, these researchers varied the direction, but did 
not control the intensity of subjects' information 
processing objectives. 
The Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo, 
1981a) suggests that when personal relevance is high, 
subjects change their brand attitude based on their 
evaluation (i.e., elaboration) of the brand-related 
information contained in the advertisement. When personal 
relevance is low, subjects change their brand attitude based 
on their reaction to "peripheral cues" in the message (i.e., 
the executional elements of the advertisement). Thus, we 
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would expect Aad to have a significant effect on brand 
attitude change only where personal relevance is low. It is 
possible that subjects in Gardner's (1985) brand evaluation 
strategy condition perceived their experimental message as 
less personally relevant than subjects in Park and Young's 
(1986) cognitive involvement condition. The next section 
discusses copy-testing research that has involved a personal 
relevance manipulation. 
Copy-testing Research: Personal Relevance 
A vast body of research suggests that perceived 
personal relevance is a reliable manipulator of subjects' 
likelihood of elaboration and supports the notion that as 
the likelihood of elaboration decreases (i.e., as personal 
relevance decreases), peripheral cues become relatively more 
important than information content in affecting attitude 
change (see Petty and Cacioppo, 1987 for an excellent 
review). Although most existing research has not been 
conducted in a copy-testing situation, several studies do 
support the notion that this variable can affect the 
relationship between advertising response variables such as 
brand attitude and purchase intent (cf. Petty and Cacioppo, 
1981b; Petty, Cacioppo and Shumann, 1983). A single study 
has examined the relationship between Aad and brand attitude 
while varying subjects' likelihood of elaboration (Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch, 1983). This section 1) describes the 
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experimental manipulations used in these studios and .'.) 
presents the results of this copy-testing research. 
Petty and Cacioppo (1981b) were first to examine the 
effect of various levels of personal relevance in an 
advertising context. All subjects in this research were 
aware that their task was to evaluate print advertising. 
Experimental manipulations included both personal relevance 
(high/low) and argument quality (strong/weak). Subjects in 
the high relevance condition were told that the advertised 
product would soon be introduced in their geographical area 
(Columbia, Missouri) and those in the low relevance 
condition were told that the product was only to be marketed 
in Europe. The interaction between experimental factors 
revealed that when the advertisement was high in personal 
relevance, the quality of the arguments had a significantly 
stronger impact on brand attitude than when the advertise¬ 
ment was of low personal relevance. These results suggest 
that personal relevance is an important determinant of the 
extent to which the information contained in an advertise¬ 
ment will affect consumers' attitude toward the advertised 
product. 
Petty, Cacioppo and Shumann (1983) experimentally 
manipulated personal relevance (high/low), argument quality 
(strong/weak) and product endorsers (unknown middle-aged 
persons/well-known, well-liked sports celebrities). Again, 
all subjects were aware that their task was to examine and 
provide evaluations of print advertisements. In this study, 
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two things were done to either enhance or reduce the 
personal relevance of the advertising. As before, subjects 
in the high relevance condition were led to believe that the 
advertised product would soon be test marketed in their 
local community. In the low relevance condition, subjects 
were led to believe that the advertised product would soon 
be test marketed in several distant cities and would not be 
available in their local community. Further, all subjects 
were told that they would be given a free gift for 
participating in the experiment. In the high relevance 
condition, subjects were told that they would select their 
gift from several brands in the advertised product class 
(i.e., disposable razors). In the low relevance condition, 
subjects were told that they would select their gift from 
several brands of toothpaste. Thus, subjects in the high 
relevance condition were led to believe that the experi¬ 
mental product (i.e., disposable razors) would soon be 
available for purchase in their local community and that 
they would make a decision about that product class. Again, 
a personal relevance by argument quality interaction 
revealed that the information contained in the advertisement 
was a more important determinant of brand attitude for high 
rather than low relevance subjects. Further, a personal 
relevance by endorser interaction showed that the status of 
the product endorser was a more important determinant of 
brand attitude for low rather than high relevance subjects. 
The authors conclude that in the low relevance condition. 
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subjects based their brand attitude on their evaluation of 
the endorser such that subjects who saw an advertisement 
with a well-known, well-liked celebrity had a more favorable 
brand attitude than subjects who saw an advertisement with 
an unknown endorser (regardless of argument quality). In 
the high relevance condition, argument quality was the only 
significant predictor of brand attitude. 
Although these studies are interesting and certainly 
point to the importance of the personal relevance variable 
to understanding the effect of advertising on consumers' 
brand attitudes, neither included a measure of Aad. Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch (1983) examined the effect of personal 
relevance on brand attitude and did include a measure of Aad 
as well as a measure of brand-related beliefs. Personal 
relevance was not however, experimentally manipulated in 
this research. Rather, subjects were assigned to relevance 
conditions based on self-reports of product class knowledge 
and purchase decision importance.3 All subjects were aware 
that they would be viewing a series of advertisements and 
would subsequently be asked for their reactions to those 
ads. As expected, the impact of Aad dominated the impact of 
brand-related beliefs on brand attitude in the low relevance 
group. Contrary to expectations, the significant impact of 
Aad also dominated the impact of brand-related beliefs in 
3 High knowledge/high importance subjects were assigned 
to the high relevance condition. Low knowledge/low 
importance subjects were assigned to the low relevance 
condition. 
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the high relevance group. The authors propose demand 
artifact (i.e., ad-evaluation task awareness) as a possible 
explanation for the significance of Aad in the high 
relevance condition. 
Summary 
Both the instructions prior to exposure in a copy¬ 
testing situation and the perceived personal relevance of 
the advertisement can influence respondents' information 
processing objectives and thus, can affect the observed 
relationships between advertising response variables. 
Research reviewed in this section suggests however, that 
these factors affect respondents' information processing 
objectives in different ways. Specifically, the nature of 
the instructions given to respondents directs the focus of 
their information processing activity, whereas the level of 
personal relevance determines the intensity of that 
activity. There is no published research to-date that has 
varied both the focus and the intensity of respondents' 
information processing activity and examined the 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude. The next 
section describes the hypotheses of interest in this 
research. 
Derivation of Hypotheses 
The primary objective of this proposed research is to 
examine the effect of various instructions and levels of 
68 
personal relevance on the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude. Hypotheses addressing this primary objective 
stare that by varying the direction and intensity of 
subjects' information processing activity, we will affect 
the relative influence of content (i.e., brand information) 
versus executional (i.e., Aad) aspects of the advertisement 
on observed changes in brand attitude. Thus, these 
■primary" hypotheses concern the strength of the 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude and the strength 
of the relationship between brand beliefs and brand 
attitude. 
Primary Hypotheses 
Primary hypotheses are summarized graphically in Fig¬ 
ure 2. These hypotheses are guided by the low involvement 
theory of information processing (particularly Gardner, 
Mitchell and Russo's 1978 conceptualization) and the logic 
of the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo, 
1981a). 
Hypothesis 1 (Cell 1). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is low, 
both Aad and brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
The ELM posits that when personal relevance is low, 
subjects will not be intrinsically motivated to process the 
brand-related information in the advertisement. Rather, 
they will base their attitude on peripheral cues (i.e.. 
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executional elements). Thus, Aad should have a significant 
effect on brand attitude. Further, since subjects in this 
condition are instructed to adopt a brand-evaluation 
information processing strategy, brand-related beliefs 
should also have a significant effect on brand attitude. 
This pattern of results would replicate findings in 
Gardner's (1985) brand-evaluation condition. 
Hypothesis 2 (Cell 2). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is 
high, only brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
The ELM posits that when personal relevance is high, 
subjects will be intrinsically motivated to process the 
brand-related information in the advertisement. Further, 
instructions to adopt a brand-evaluation strategy will focus 
subjects' attention on the brand-related information. In 
this case we would not expect Aad to affect subjects' brand 
attitude. Thus, only brand-related beliefs will have a 
significant effect on brand attitude in this condition. 
This pattern of results would replicate findings in Park and 
Young's (1986) cognitive involvement condition. 
Hypothesis 3 (Cell 3). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertisement itself and personal relevance is 
low, only Aad will have a significant effect on brand 
attitude. 
Personal relevance is low, so subjects will rely on 
their evaluation of peripheral cues in the advertisement 
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when reporting their brand attitude. In this condition, 
subjects will be instructed to adopt an ad-evaluation 
information processing strategy. Thus, their attention will 
be focused on evaluating the advertisement itself and brand- 
related beliefs should have no significant effect on brand 
attitude. This pattern of results would replicate findings 
in both Gardner's (1985) ad-evaluation condition as well as 
Park and Young's (1986) affective involvement condition. 
Hypothesis 4 (Cell 4). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertisement itself and personal relevance is 
high, both Aad and brand beliefs will have a significant 
effect on brand attitude. 
Personal relevance is high, so subjects will be 
intrinsically motivated to process brand-related information 
and brand-related beliefs should have a significant effect 
on brand attitude. Further, subjects will be motivated to 
evaluate the advertisement itself by the nature of their 
task as defined by the ad-evaluation instructions. Thus, we 
would expect Aad to have a significant effect on brand 
attitude in this condition. 
Hypothesis 5 (Cell 5). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
low, only Aad will have a significant effect on brand 
attitude. 
Subjects in this condition will be told that their task 
is to evaluate the background (i.e., editorial) material in 
which the experimental advertisement is embedded. Thus, 
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these instructions will neither focus subjects' attention 
specifically on the advertised brand nor specifically on the 
advertisement itself. Thus, we expect a simple main effect 
of personal relevance such that here, where personal 
relevance is low, only Aad has a significant effect on 
brand attitude. This pattern of results would replicate 
findings in Park and Young's (1986) low involvement 
condition. 
Hypothesis 6 (Cell 6). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
high, only brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
Subjects in this condition also receive background- 
evaluation instructions. Since personal relevance is high, 
the only significant effect on brand attitude derives from 
brand-related beliefs. 
Secondary Hypotheses 
The secondary objective of this research is to examine 
the effect of various instructions and levels of personal 
relevance on the behavior of evaluative versus affective 
measures of Aad. Hypotheses addressing this objective state 
that by varying the direction and intensity of subjects' 
information processing activity, we will affect the relative 
dominance of evaluative versus affective measures of Aad. 
Thus, these "secondary" hypotheses concern the nature of 
Aad's influence on brand attitude. 
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Secondary hypotheses are summarized graphically in 
Figure 3. (Hypotheses are limited to experimental 
conditions where Aad is expected to have a significant 
impact on brand attitude.) This set of hypotheses is guided 
primarily by Greenwald and Leavitt's (1984) "principle of 
higher-level dominance". These authors contend that whether 
consumers' affective (i.e., feeling) responses to an 
advertisement will have a significant impact on post¬ 
exposure brand attitude depends on the amount of cognitive 
resources devoted to information processing. Specifically, 
their principle of higher-level dominance suggests that 
where audience involvement is high, deliberate cognitive 
evaluation of the advertisement will dominate affective 
responses. Further, careful cognitive consideration of an 
advertisement may actually inhibit its potential for evoking 
an affective response in the audience (Greenwald and 
Leavitt, 1984; Batra, 1986). In short, the nature (i.e., 
direction and intensity) of consumers' information 
processing objectives will determine the nature (i.e., 
affective versus evaluative) of their responses to an 
advertisement. Affective responses will manifest as a 
significant measure of Aad only under conditions of low 
involvement (i.e., low personal relevance) and only where 
subjects are not objectively evaluating the advertisement. 
Hypothesis 7 (Cell 1). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is low. 
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both affective and evaluative indicators will contribute 
significantly to the measurement of Aad. 
In this condition, subjects will be aware that their 
task is to evaluate the advertised brand, but the intrinsic 
importance (i.e., personal relevance) of the product is low. 
Thus, information processing intensity is low and Aad will 
function as a peripheral cue. Since subjects' conscious, 
cognitive evaluation is directed at the brand rather than at 
the advertisement itself, this evaluative activity will not 
interfere with potential affective responses to the 
advertisement. Thus, both affective and evaluative measures 
will affect brand attitude. 
Hypothesis 8 (Cells 3 and 4). When subjects are 
instructed to evaluate the advertisement itself, only 
evaluative indicators will contribute significantly to the 
measurement of Aad regardless of the level of personal 
relevance. 
In these conditions, subjects' attention is focused 
specifically on the advertisment itself. Irrespective of 
the level of personal relevance, subjects are explicitly 
aware that their task is to evaluate the experimental 
advertising. Hence, measures of deliberate, cognitive 
evaluation will dominate measures of affective response. 
Hypothesis 9 (Cell 5). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
low, both affective and evaluative indicators will 
contribute significantly to the measurement of Aad. 
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In this condition, subjects' attention is focused on 
the background material and Aad will again function as a 
peripheral cue. Subjects' conscious evaluation of the 
background material will not inhibit potential affective 
responses to the advertisement itself. Hence, both 
affective and evaluative measures will affect subjects' 
brand attitude. 
Summary 
This chapter presented a systematic review of existing 
literature in the Aad research stream. A strong conceptual 
and empirical distinction between affective response and 
evaluative reaction was drawn. Research in the areas of 
task awareness and perceived personal relevance was 
discussed and hypotheses were derived. The next chapter 
presents the details of this experimental design to test 
those hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
% 
Research Design 
This experimental design was a 2 x 3 completely random¬ 
ized factorial between-subjects design. Factors of interest 
were: (1) nature of experimental task (evaluate advertised 
product/evaluate advertising itself/evaluate background 
material) and (2) perceived personal relevance (high/low). 
Both factors were experimentally manipulated. 
Sub~j ects 
Subjects for this convenience sample were recruited 
from the introductory marketing classes at the University of 
South Florida. Only introductory marketing students were 
used to ensure naive subjects. Students were offered extra¬ 
credit points as an incentive for participation in this 
research project. 
Rationale. The tendency for consumer researchers to 
use convenience samples in lieu of probability samples has 
been criticized for lack of generalizability (Ferber, 1977). 
A fundamental criterion for the generalizability of research 
findings is that the sample must be representative of the 
population of interest. The basic argument against the use 
of convenience samples (and especially those comprised 
exclusively of students) suggests that this fundamental 
criterion of representativeness is violated. Calder, 
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Phillips and Tybout (1981) draw a strong distinction between 
two kinds of research objectives: effects research and 
theory research. The objective of "effects research" is to 
generalize the direction and magnitude of observed effects 
to a specific "real-world" population. The design of 
effects research must ensure that all aspects of the real 
world (including the descriptive nature of the population) 
be reflected in the research setting. In contrast, the 
objective of "theory research" is to explain the observed 
effects with a theoretical framework. Thus, the goal of 
theory research is to generalize only the theoretical 
explanation of the observed effects - not the observed 
effects themselves. The design of theory research must only 
ensure a rigorous test (i.e., opportunity to falsify) the 
proposed theoretical explanation. 
The nature of this dissertation is definitely theory 
research. That is, the objective is to examine the theoret¬ 
ical explanation of the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude in light of existing psychological theories. The 
fact that a sample comprised wholly of students is not 
descriptively representative of the general consumer popula¬ 
tion (in terms of demographic, lifestyle or geographic 
factors) does prevent generalizations about the direction 
and magnitude of the observed effects to that general 
population. This sample does however, allow generalizations 
about the viability of the theoretical explanations proposed 
herein. Further, although any group of respondents can test 
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theoretical predictions (Kruglanski, 1973), a homogeneous 
sample (e.g., all students) is actually preferred for its 
decreased error variance and stronger test of theoretical 
predictions (Calder, Phillips and Tybout, 1981). 
Stimuli and Procedure 
The experimental stimuli was a video advertisement for 
BarNone, a new product by Hershey. The BarNone advertise¬ 
ment was used with two other advertisements of similar 
construct and quality: Orange Crush and Kentucky Fried 
Chicken, Chicken Littles. Further, all three adver¬ 
tisements were embedded in editorial program material 
comprised of segments edited from a film called "To Fly" 
(documents the history of manned flight from ballooning 
through space exploration). Students were exposed to 
approximately ten minutes of footage during which they 
vicariously experienced the excitement of piloting a small 
plane. 
This particular background material provided an 
excellent "cover" for this research inasmuch as subjects 
were told that the University was developing a new student 
organization, namely a Flying Club. Subjects were told that 
the film "To Fly" would be used to promote membership in the 
new student organization. Further, because of the large 
investment in capital equipment (i.e., a plane) needed to 
get this organization "off the ground," various potential 
sponsors were solicited and thus, several advertisements 
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were included in this promotional film. These particular 
advertisements were chosen primarily because all three 
product categories were appropriately targeted toward a 
student population. 
Each introductory marketing class received a ten- 
minute presentation on a "research project" the marketing 
department was conducting on behalf of the University. 
During this presentation, students were told of the proposed 
Flying Club and the need to gather data on student interest 
in such an organization. The students were offered extra¬ 
credit points to perform two tasks: 1) complete a 
preliminary "Flying Club Survey" questionnaire which main¬ 
tained the (bogus) purpose of this research and 2) attend a 
30 minute research session where they would watch a 12- 
minute video and answer a questionnaire. The preliminary 
"Flying Club Survey" questionnaire was distributed and 
completed during the in-class presentation and at that time 
a scheduling book was passed around for students to sign up 
for one of the 28 research sessions offered. 
The two-page preliminary survey contained several 
simple questions which were meant only to support the 
(bogus) purpose of this research. A copy of the in-class 
presentation and the preliminary "Flying Club Survey" is 
provided in Appendix B (p. 187). 
Experimental conditions were randomly assigned to the 
research sessions. Thus, when subjects reported for a 
particular session, the nature of their instructions and the 
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level of personal relevance were already determined. Each 
group of subjects received instructions which reflected the 
appropriate experimental manipulations of task definition 
and personal relevance. (These instructions are discussed 
in detail in the next section.) Then the group of subjects 
viewed the videotape which was approximately twelve minutes 
including the advertisements. At the end of the videotape, 
subjects were requested to complete a questionnaire which 
assessed the variables of interest in this research (brand- 
related beliefs, Aad and brand attitude). When all 
subjects had completed the questionnaire they were dismissed 
as a group. 
Experimental Manipulations 
Task Awareness. To manipulate the perceived nature of 
the experimental task, subjects in various conditions 
alternatively received (1) instructions to attend to and 
evaluate the advertised product(s), (2) instructions to 
attend to and evaluate the advertising itself, or (3) 
instructions to evaluate the program content (i.e., 
background material). First, verbal instructions 
appropriate to the treatment condition were read by the 
researcher. (Alternative scripts for various treatment 
conditions are included in Appendix C, p. 190). 
Further, subjects were shown a bogus questionnaire 
(using an overhead projector) prior to exposure to 
illustrate the "type of questions we will be asking you 
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later". These sample questions alternatively focused on 
evaluating a particular brand, a specific advertisement or 
program content. These bogus questions served to reinforce 
the verbal instructions read by the researcher and provide a 
stronger manipulation of subjects' information processing 
activity. (The actual questions that were shown to subjects 
are included in Appendix D, p. 203). 
Personal Relevance. The personal relevance factor 
involves two conditions: high and low. Subjects in the high 
relevance condition were told they would not only receive 
extra-credit points for their participation but would be 
asked a question on their final exam (in Basic Marketing) 
which pertained to this research project. It was explained 
that the exam question could be answered easily if special 
attention was paid to the products in the advertisements 
they were about to see. Subjects in the low relevance 
condition were not informed of the (bogus) final exam 
question. 
Measurement 
The questionnaire measures different elements of 
cognitive structure, including belief strength (bj), 
attribute evaluations (ej), semantic differential measures 
of evaluation and affect and global measures of favorability 
toward the advertisement as well as the brand. Some of 
these measures are used only to check the effectiveness of 
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the experimental manipulations. Others are used to test the 
hypotheses in this research. 
Standard measurement techniques are used wherever 
possible. This section describes the measurement methods 
and defines constructs both conceptually and operationally. 
The actual measuring instrument is included in Appendix E 
(p. 207). 
Cognitive Responses. Immediately after viewing the 
videotape subjects were asked to report what was going 
through their minds as they watched the experimental 
advertisement. The cognitive response measure utilizes 
traditional procedures described in Cacioppo and Petty 
(1981). Subjects were told to try to recall what they were 
thinking or feeling as they watched the ad. Subjects were 
instructed to list their thoughts and/or feelings (one per 
box) on a page that provides eight rectangular boxes. They 
were given two minutes to complete this task (Cacioppo and 
Petty, 1981). 
When the two minutes were up, subjects completed the 
remainder of the questionnaire. When everyone finished, 
they returned to their listed thoughts and/or feelings and 
rated them in two ways. First, subjects indicated the 
valence of each thought (i.e., favorable, neutral or 
unfavorable). Then they indicated the object of each 
thought (i.e., directed toward the advertised product vs. 
directed toward the advertisement itself). 
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Using subjects as their own "thought-raters" has been 
recommended as standard procedure for thought-listing tasks 
(Cacioppo and Petty, 1981; Breckler, 1984). Cognitive 
responses are used to check the effectiveness of the 
personal relevance manipulation. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad. Aad is defined as a 
predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable 
manner to a particular advertising stimulus during a 
particular exposure situation. 
Subjects indicated their global reaction to the BarNone 
advertisement on a series of three semantic differential 
items: favorable/unfavorable, like/dislike and good ad/bad 
ad. These items provide a measure of subjects' overall 
reaction to the advertisement. This measure is used to test 
hypotheses 1-9. 
Affective Responses to the Advertisement. Affective 
responses are defined as feeling states experienced by an 
individual during exposure to a particular advertisement. 
Subjects' affective responses toward the advertisement 
were measured using an instrument modeled after the work of 
Abelson et al. (1982) and taken directly from Madden, Allen 
and Twible (1988). Subjects were presented with a list of 
words that describe various kinds of feelings and asked to 
remember what they were feeling during exposure to the 
experimental advertisement. Then in response to the prompt 
— "Did the ADVERTISEMENT make you feel...?" — subjects 
checked a response for each of fifteen adjectives on a 
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seven-point scale anchored with "very much so" and "not at 
all". The fifteen adjectives are: insulted, good, angry, 
happy, cheerful, irritated, impatient, pleased, repulsed, 
amused, confused, stimulated, calm, shocked and soothed. 
These items provide a measure of subjects' affective 
responses to the advertisement. This measure is used to 
test hypotheses 7-9. 
Evaluative Reactions to the Advertisement. Evaluative 
reactions are defined here as cognitive judgments made by an 
individual about a particular advertisement. 
Subjects next responded to a series of twelve semantic 
differential scales which assessed their evaluative reaction 
to the advertisement. The semantic differential method has 
been used extensively in Aad research (see Table 1, p. 32). 
The specific scale items used to measure Aad however, vary 
from study to study. Eight of the ten items in this 
research were taken directly from Madden, Allen and Twible's 
(1988) research that compared affective and evaluative 
measures of Aad. These eight items are: pleasant/un¬ 
pleasant, likeable/unlikeable, interesting/boring, taste¬ 
ful/tasteless, entertaining/unentertaining, artful/artless, 
good/bad, appealing/unappealing. These items provide a 
measure of subjects' evaluative reactions to the advertise¬ 
ment and are used to test hypotheses 7-9. Two other scale 
items were embedded in the instrument to serve as a 
manipulation check on the personal relevance factor. These 
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two items are: important to me/unimportant to me and 
personally significant/not personally significant. 
Brand Beliefs. Brand beliefs are defined as the degree 
to which an individual associates some salient set of 
attributes with a specific brand, and his/her evaluation 
(i.e., good/bad) of that attribute. 
Subjects were presented with nine beliefs statements 
that concern various attributes of the brand. The 
attributes reflected in these statements include: "exciting 
taste sensation," "nutritious snack," "fun package," "easy 
to chew," "low in calories," "unusual name," "blend of 
chocolate wafers, chocolate cream and peanuts," "crunchy, 
light texture," and "will satisfy the Chocolate Beastie in 
me." For each belief, subjects indicated (on a seven-point 
scale anchored with very much so/not at all) the degree to 
which the specific attribute mentioned describes the BarNone 
product. On a separate page subjects indicated their 
evaluation of each attribute (on a seven-point scale 
anchored with good/bad). This particular set of attributes 
was derived from response protocols collected in a pretest 
to identify modal salient beliefs about the brand (Ajzen and 
Fishbein, 1980). These traditional beliefs x evaluations 
items provide a measure of beliefs about the brand. This 
measure is used to test hypotheses 1-6. 
Brand Attitude. Brand attitude is defined as a learned 
predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or 
unfavorable manner with respect to a specific brand. 
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As a measure of global favorability, subjects indicated 
their overall reaction to the BarNone product on a series of 
three semantic differential items: favorable/unfavorable, 
like/dislike and good product/bad product. These items 
provide a measure of subjects' overall brand attitude. This 
measure is used to test hypotheses 1-6. 
Data Analysis 
The hypotheses in this research suggest that the 
relationship between variables depend on two situational 
factors, i.e., the nature of the instructions subjects are 
given (task awareness) and the perceived personal relevance 
of the message. In other words, it is hypothesized that 
these situational factors moderate the relationship between 
variables. Hypotheses 1 through 6 (see Figure 2, p. 69) 
suggest that the strength of the relationships between 1) 
Aad and brand attitude and 2) brand beliefs and brand 
attitude will vary across treatments. Hypotheses 7-9 (see 
Figure 3, p. 73) suggest that the strength of the relation¬ 
ships between 1) affective measures and Aad and 2) 
evaluative measures and Aad will vary across treatments. 
A "moderator variable" is a variable which, through its 
interactive role, influences the relationship between two 
other variables (Stone, 1986). Two basic methods are 
available for identifying the presence of moderator 
variables: subgroup analysis and moderator regression 
analysis. In subgroup analysis, a sample is simply split 
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into groups on the basis of a third variable such as gender 
(Hirschman, Blumenfeld and Tabor, 1977), importance of 
purchase (Peter and Ryan, 1976) or product novelty (Cox and 
Locander, 1987). Individual regression equations are then 
performed within subgroups and regression statistics (e.g., 
beta, r-square) are compared. If these statistics do vary 
by subgroup, then a moderating influence of the grouping 
variable is inferred. In this research, subgroups are 
defined by treatment condition (i.e. nature of task and 
level of personal relevance). 
Moderator Regression Analysis (MRA) is another method 
for investigating potential moderating effects (Zedeck, 
1971; Cohen and Cohen, 1975; Sharma, Durand and Gur-Arie, 
1981; Pedhazur, 1982; Stone, 1988). The strategy for 
identifying moderator variables involves the use of 
hierarchical ordinary least squares to determine if a 
suspected moderator variable interacts with another variable 
in predicting scores on a criterion (Stone, 1988). The 
basic strategy is illustrated below using the simplest case 
of regressing a criterion variable (Y) on one predictor 
variable (X) and one moderator variable (Z).4 
(1) Y = a + b-jX + b2Z 
(2) Y = a + b«jX + b2Z + b3XZ 
Equation (1) yields an estimate of the proportion of 
variance explained by the main effects of the predictor (X) 
4This example is taken from Stone (1988). 
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and the moderator (Z) variables, i.e., R2(l). Equation (2) 
provides an estimate of the proportion of variance explained 
not only by the main effects, but also their interaction, 
i.e., R2(2). A significant difference between R2(2) and 
R2(l) provides evidence of a significant moderating effect. 
A significant interaction between a predictor and a 
moderator variable implies that the main effect of the 
predictor variable on the criterion cannot be interpreted 
without considering the moderating effect of the other 
variable. In the context of this project this means that 
the relationships between Aad/brand beliefs and brand 
attitude should not be interpreted without considering the 
effect of task awareness and personal relevance of the 
message - which is exactly what the hypotheses herein 
suggest. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the design of this experiment in 
detail. Subjects for this convenience sample were solicited 
from introductory marketing courses. Subjects reported to 
an experimental session where basically three things 
happened. First, subjects were administered instructions 
that defined a level of task awareness (brand/ad/program) 
and personal relevance (low/high). Second, subjects were 
exposed to an experimental stimulus (an advertisement for a 
candy bar called BarNone) that was embedded in a videotaped 
presentation. Third, subjects completed a questionnaire 
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that measured Aad, evaluative reactions to the ad, affective 
responses to the ad, brand beliefs and brand attitude. 
The data analysis strategy consists of both regression 
analyses within each of the six treatment conditions and 
moderator regression analysis. The next chapter presents 
the results of these analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
The thesis of this project is that we must consider 
consumers' information processing objectives if we are to 
understand how advertising influences brand attitudes. The 
primary purpose of this research was to systematically vary 
subjects' information processing objectives and examine the 
effect on the empirical relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude. Prior to viewing the experimental stimulus, 
subjects were administered various forms of instructions 
which manipulated two factors: 1) the perception of their 
experimental function (task awareness) and 2) the personal 
relevance of the message. 
This discussion of the results of this study begins 
with some basic descriptive statistics, checks on 
randomization and verification that the manipulations were 
effective. The next section describes the development of 
relevant constructs. The final section in this chapter 
presents the results of the data analysis and tests the 
hypotheses in this research. 
General Results 
Table 3 presents a tabulation of sample size by 
treatment. Sample size within cells range from 65 to 71 
resulting in a relatively large overall count of 411. 
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TABLE 3 
SAMPLE SIZE BY TREATMENT 
Task Awareness 
Brand Ad Program 
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Low 71 69 65 
Personal 
Relevance 
High 70 68 68 
Totals 141 137 133 
Totals 
205 
206 
411 
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Prior to collecting the data, several variables were 
identified that could potentially affect post-exposure 
measures of brand attitude, including individual consumption 
level of the product category (i.e., candy bars) and 
familiarity with the advertised brand (Hershey's BarNone). 
It is important that these potential moderating factors be 
randomly distributed across all treatment levels, or else be 
incorporated into the analysis. To test the assumption that 
these factors are randomly distributed across treatment 
cells, Cramer's V and chi square statistics are used to 
examine the strength and statistical significance of any 
potential departure from independence. 
To assess the consumption pattern of the product 
category subjects indicated on a five-point scale (ranging 
from always to never) how often they ate candy bars. Table 
4 displays the cross-tabulation of product usage by 
treatment. Cramer's V (.12) suggests virtually no 
association and the chi square test (p = .36) supports the 
assumption of randomized usage of the product category 
across treatments. 
To assess familiarity with the experimental brand, 
subjects answered either yes or no to three questions: Have 
you ever heard of BarNone?, Have you ever seen BarNone? and 
Have you ever tasted BarNone? Of the total sample, 76.2% 
said that they had heard of the product, 70.3% said that 
they had seen the product and 30.5% said that they had 
actually tasted the BarNone candy bar. 
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TABLE 4 
PRODUCT USAGE BY TREATMENT 
Light Moderate Heavy 
Users Users Users Totals 
Brand Evaluation 
Low Relevance 13 18 40 71 
Brand Evaluation 
High Relevance 19 22 29 70 
Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance 18 21 30 69 
Ad Evaluation 
High Relevance 23 17 28 68 
Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance 13 14 38 65 
Program Evaluation 
High Relevance 15 22 31 68 
Totals 101 114 196 411 
l2 = 11.0 (p = .36) 
Cramer's V = .12 
Light Users = seldom/never consume candy bars 
Moderate Users = sometimes consume candy bars 
Heavy Users = usually/always consume candy bars 
Table 5 (Brand Familiarity by Treatment) shows the 
cross-tabulations of the responses to these questions (i.e., 
heard, seen, tasted) across treatments. Cramer's V ranges 
from .08 to .14 suggesting a very low degree of association. 
And the chi square statistics reported in Table 5 suggest no 
severe departures from independence (p-values range from .13 
to .77). 
Still, any variable whose distribution was even 
slightly unequal across treatment conditions could affect 
the outcome of this analysis if that variable was related to 
Aad, brand beliefs and/or brand attitude. That is, if the 
mean response to measures of Aad, brand beliefs and/or brand 
attitude differ between subjects who had heard of BarNone 
vs. subjects who had not heard of BarNone, then this 
variable (heard of BarNone, yes/no) should be included in 
this analysis. 
To examine this possibility t-tests were performed on 
the means of Aad, brand beliefs and brand attitude between 
subjects who had heard/not heard of BarNone. Similarly, 
t-tests were performed between subjects who had seen/not 
seen BarNone and tasted/not tasted BarNone. No significant 
differences in mean response to measures of Aad, brand 
beliefs and brand attitude were found between subjects who 
had heard of BarNone vs. subjects who had not heard of 
BarNone. Similarly, no significant differences were found 
between subjects who had seen BarNone vs. subjects who had 
not seen BarNone. 
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TABLE 5 
BRAND FAMILIARITY BY TREATMENT 
Subjects responded to: "Have you ever heard of BarNone?" 
No Yes 
Brand Evaluation 
Low Relevance 15 56 
Brand Evaluation 
High Relevance 20 49 
Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance 11 56 
Ad Evaluation 
High Relevance 15 52 
Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance 21 43 
Program Evaluation 
High Relevance 14 52 
Totals 96 308 
Percent 23.8 76. 
X2 = 6.51 (P = .26) 
Cramer's V = .12 
(continued) 
97 
TABLE 5 (cont.) 
Subjects responded to: "Have you ever seen BarNone 
No Yes 
Brand Evaluation 
Low Relevance 18 53 
Brand Evaluation 
High Relevance 22 47 
Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance 18 49 
Ad Evaluation 
High Relevance 21 46 
Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance 23 41 
Program Evaluation 
High Relevance 18 48 
Totals 120 284 
Percent 29.7 70 
X2 = 2.52 (P = .77) 
Cramer's V = .08 
(continued) 
TABLE 5 (cont.) 
Subjects responded to: "Have you ever tasted BarNone?" 
No Yes 
Brand Evaluation 
Low Relevance 45 26 
Brand Evaluation 
High Relevance 46 23 
Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance 45 22 
Ad Evaluation 
High Relevance 46 21 
Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance 54 10 
Program Evaluation 
High Relevance 44 21 
Totals 280 123 
Percent 69.5 30, 
X2 = 8.49 (P = .13) 
Cramer 1s V = .14 
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In contrast, significant differences were found between 
subjects who had tasted vs. subjects who had not tasted the 
BarNone product. In general, subjects who had direct 
experience with the product (i.e., subjects who had tasted 
BarNone) reported a more favorable response to measures of 
Aad, brand beliefs and brand attitude. Table 6 presents the 
mean values for Aad, brand beliefs and brand attitude and 
tests of differences between the "tasted" vs. "not tasted" 
groups. As Table 6 shows, differences between groups (i.e., 
tasted/not tasted) are significant (p < .01) for Aad, brand 
beliefs as well as brand attitude. Hence this variable 
(i.e., tasted, yes/no) was included as a control in the 
analyses of the hypotheses in this research. 
Manipulation Checks 
Task Awareness. Subjects in different treatments were 
led to believe that their task was to evaluate 1) the 
advertised product/brand, 2) the advertising execution or 3) 
the program material in which the advertisements were 
embedded. To see if the instructions were effective in 
manipulating subjects' perception of their task subjects 
were asked to indicate the degree to which they 
"concentrated" on the various parts of the videotape 
(product/brand, ad, or program). The degree of 
"concentration" was measured by asking the respondent to 
finish the statement, "I concentrated mostly on the..." 
Subjects responded to a series of three six-point semantic 
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TABLE 6 
Aad, BRAND BELIEFS AND BRAND ATTITUDE 
BY BRAND EXPERIENCE 
Brand Experience 
No Yes 
Aad 4.4 4.9 t = = 2.8 
(1.9) (1.9) (P < .01) 
Brand 25.4 31.2 t = : 7.2 
Beliefs (8.4) (7.5) (P < .001) 
Brand 4.7 5.9 t = = 8.9 
Attitude (1.4) (1.4) (P < .001) 
Cell entries are mean values. Standard deviations are 
in parentheses. 
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differential scales (brand vs. program, program vs. ad and 
ad vs. brand). Table 7 (Manipulation Check: Task 
Awareness) displays the mean values and tests of differences 
between subjects who received different instructions. 
(Please see Appendix E, page 221 for the actual questions 
asked.) 
In general, the pattern of means across instructional 
conditions suggests that subjects did what they were told to 
do. The first scale item asked subjects to indicate on a 6- 
point scale whether they concentrated mostly on the brands 
or mostly on the program. A t-test comparing the "brand" 
subjects to the "program" subjects revealed a significant 
difference in the means for these two groups (p < .01). 
The second scale item asked subjects to indicate whether 
they concentrated mostly on the program or mostly on the 
advertisements. A t-test between the "program" subjects and 
the "advertising" subjects also revealed a significant 
difference (p < .001). And the third scale item asked 
subjects whether they concentrated mostly on the adver¬ 
tisements or mostly on the brands. Similarly, a t-test 
between the "advertising" subjects and the "brand" subjects 
was statistically significant (p < .010). Thus, it seems 
that the instructions were effective in manipulating 
subjects' task awareness such that subjects in the brand 
conditions concentrated mostly on the products in the 
advertisements, subjects in the ad conditions concentrated 
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TABLE 7 
MANIPULATION CHECK: TASK AWARENESS 
Subjects responded to the statement: "I concentrated mostly 
on the..." 
Brand Ad Program 
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Brand vs. Program 3.9 4.5 
t=2.64* (.137) (.127) 
Program vs. Ad 3.7 2.9 
t=3.56** (.145) (.148) 
Ad vs. Brand 3.5 3.0 
t=2.33* (.127) (.135) 
* p < .01 
**p < .001 
Cell entries are mean values. Standard deviations are 
in parentheses. 
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mostly on the advertising execution and subjects in the 
program conditions concentrated mostly on the background 
program material. 
Personal Relevance. The purpose of the personal 
relevance manipulation was to increase the intrinsic 
importance of the experimental stimulus and effect a deeper, 
more cognitive information processing strategy. To 
accomplish this, subjects in the high relevance condition 
were told that they would be asked at least one question on 
their final exam (in Basic Marketing) which pertained to one 
of the products they would see advertised. Thus, those 
subjects in the high relevance conditions were led to 
believe that it was important to pay special attention to 
the advertising messages they would see. In the low 
relevance conditions the final exam question was not 
mentioned. 
There are several methods available in these data to 
assess the effectiveness of the personal relevance 
manipulation. One method is to examine the means for 
semantic differential scales that were embedded in the 
questionnaire and look for differences between low vs. high 
relevance conditions. All subjects responded to four 7- 
point scale items: the BarNone advertisement is 
important/not important to me, the advertisement is 
personally/not personally significant, the BarNone 
product is important/not important to me and the product is 
personally/not personally significant. 
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Table 8 (Mean Values for Significance and Importance 
Scales) displays mean values and significance levels for 
differences across treatments on these scale items. 
Comparisons between means are shown for the high vs. low 
relevance conditions both within task awareness conditions 
(i.e., high vs. low relevance, brand instructions; high vs. 
low relevance, ad instructions; high vs. low relevance, 
program instructions) and across task awareness conditions. 
Although the means are in the expected direction, there are 
only two statistically significant differences between the 
low and high relevance groups on any of these items. (These 
two exceptions concern the perceived importance of the 
advertisement in the high vs. low overall relevance 
conditions and the high vs. low ad conditions.) 
A priori expectations were, of course, to see 
statistically significant differences between the high and 
low relevance groups on these measures. However, perhaps it 
was unreasonable to expect a candy bar (or an advertisement 
for a candy bar) to be perceived as very important or very 
personally significant — even in the high relevance 
conditions. And subjects in the ad evaluation conditions 
did perceive the ad to be more intrinsically important in 
the high relevance group. Although the differences in mean 
response on these items are not statistically significant, 
they are at least in the expected direction. 
A better way to assess the effectiveness of the 
personal relevance manipulation is to examine the number of 
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TABLE 8 
MEAN VALUES FOR SIGNIFICANCE AND IMPORTANCE SCALES 
Across 
Brand Ad Program Task 
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Conditions 
Low Relevance 
Ad 
Significance 3.2 (1.9) 3.4 (1.8) 3.4 (1.7) 3.3 (1.8) 
Ad 
Importance 2.8 (1.5) 2.5 (1.5)** 2.4 (1.5) 2.6 (1.6) 
Brand 
Significance 3.3 (2.0) 3.1 (1.9) 3.2 (1.8) 3.3 (1.9) 
Brand 
Importance 3.0 (1.8) 3.0 (1.9) 2.7 (1.5) 2.9 (1.7) 
High Relevance 
Ad 
Significance 3.2 (1.9) 3.4 (1.7) 3.4 (1.7) 3.4 (1.8) 
Ad 
Importance 2.9 (1.7) 3.2 (1.5)** 2.7 (1.4) 2.9 (1.5) 
Brand 
Significance 3.3 (2.0) 3.4 (2.1) 3.5 (1.8) 3.3 (1.9) 
Brand 
Importance 3.0 (1.7) 3.0 (1.8) 3.0 (1.5) 3.0 (1.7) 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
Cell entries are mean response on a 7-point scale with 
standard deviation in parentheses. 
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message-related cognitive responses given by subjects in 
various treatment conditions. The ELM model discussed 
earlier suggests that high personal relevance increases the 
likelihood that an individual will consciously process the 
information in a persuasive message. It seems reasonable to 
assume that an individual who consciously processes a 
message will produce more cognitive responses related to 
that message. Thus, the mean number of message-related 
cognitive responses generated within a particular treatment 
serves as a direct measure of elaboration, and directly 
assesses the effectiveness of the personal relevance 
manipulation. 
Table 9 (Mean Number of Message-Related Thoughts) 
displays the mean number of thoughts generated within 
various treatment conditions. Because the experimental 
factors in this research (i.e., task awareness and personal 
relevance) are not independent, frequencies for thoughts 
about the brand, thoughts about the advertisement itself and 
program thoughts are considered separately. In the brand 
conditions, subjects' attention was focused specifically on 
evaluating the brand itself. So it seems reasonable to 
expect that high relevance subjects would list more brand- 
related cognitive responses than low relevance subjects. 
Indeed, the means for these two groups are in the expected 
direction. However, the difference is not statistically 
significant (p > .10). 
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TABLE 9 
MEAN NUMBER OF MESSAGE-RELATED THOUGHTS 
Brand 
Evaluation 
Ad 
Evaluation 
Program 
Evaluation 
Low 
Relevance 1.1 (1.1) 1.7 (1.2)* 2.9 (1.4)* 
High 
Relevance 1.4 (1.2) 2.1 (1.2)* 3.4 (1.6)* 
* p < .05 
Cell entries are mean number of 1) thoughts about the 
brand in the brand condition, 2) thoughts about the ad 
in the ad conditions and 3) total number of thoughts in 
the program conditions. Standard deviations are in 
parentheses. 
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In the ad conditions, subjects' attention was focused 
specifically on evaluating the executional elements of the 
advertisement itself. So here, high relevance subjects 
should list more ad-related thoughts than low relevance 
subjects. Subjects in the high relevance ad condition did 
report significantly more ad-related thoughts (p < .05) than 
subjects in the low relevance ad condition. 
In the program conditions, subjects' attention was not 
explicitly focused on either the brand or the advertisement. 
These subjects were in fact, distracted away from the 
experimental stimulus by their program evaluation task. 
Although high relevance subjects should list more message- 
related thoughts than low relevance subjects, there is no a 
priori reason to expect those thoughts to be especially 
brand-related or ad-related as in the other task conditions. 
Hence, Table 9 displays the mean number of total message- 
related thoughts (about the brand or about the ad) for 
subjects in the program evaluation conditions. Subjects in 
the high relevance ad condition did report a significantly 
higher number of message-related thoughts (p < .05) than 
subjects in the low relevance ad condition. Because 
subjects in the program conditions were distracted away from 
the stimulus by their program evaluation task, these two 
conditions provide the most rigorous test for this 
experimental factor. 
The objective of the personal relevance manipulation is 
to increase the likelihood of message-related cognitive 
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activity. These cognitive response measures directly assess 
the effectiveness of that manipulation. Although the 
magnitude of the mean differences shown in Table 9 is small, 
the statistical significance of those differences suggests 
that the personal relevance manipulation did in fact 
influence the likelihood of message-related cognitive 
activity.5 
Construct Development 
This section describes the operationalization of the 
variables needed to test the hypotheses in this research. 
These variables include Aad, brand beliefs and brand 
attitude (hypotheses 1-6), ad evaluation and ad affect 
(hypotheses 7-9). 
Cronbach's alpha was used to assess the reliability of 
five multi-item scales: Aad, ad evaluation, ad affect and 
brand attitude and brand beliefs. Table 10 (Reliability 
Coefficients for Multi-Item Scales) displays the reliability 
coefficients for these constructs. Most coefficients are 
above .9 and the lowest is .81, implying a high degree of 
internal consistency across items. A principal components 
analysis resulted in a single-factor solution for the Aad, 
®The objective here is only to establish the 
statistical significance of the personal relevance 
manipulation. The results presented later in this chapter 
suggest that the effect of this experimental manipulation 
differed from that expected. This issue is discussed in 
detail in Chapter 5. 
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TABLE 10 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR MULTI-ITEM SCALES 
Variable 
Aad 
Ad Evaluation 
Ad Affect 
Brand Attitude 
Brand Beliefs 
Cronbach's a 
. 96 
.94 
. 90 
.94 
.81 
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ad evaluation, brand attitude and brand belief scales. The 
affective items, in contrast, load on two distinct factors. 
Aad is a global measure of favorability toward the ad. 
Thus, Aad is operationalized as the mean response across 
three semantic differential scales: favorable/unfavorable, 
like/dislike and good ad/bad ad. Alpha is .96 for this 
scale. 
Ad evaluation is operationalized as the mean response 
across eight semantic differential items: pleasant/un¬ 
pleasant, likeable/unlikeable, interesting/boring, taste¬ 
ful/tasteless, entertaining/unentertaining, artful/art¬ 
less, good/bad and appealing/unappealing. Alpha is .94 for 
this evaluative measure of Aad. Two items were eliminated 
as a result of the item analysis: significant/not signif¬ 
icant and important/unimportant. 
Ad affect reflects the way the advertisement made 
subjects feel. Table 11 (Principal Components Solution for 
Affective Items) displays the loadings for two-factor 
solution on these affective items. All the positive 
feelings load on the first factor which accounts for 51.1% 
of the variance across items. All the negative feelings 
load on the second factor which accounts for 18.8% of the 
variance. Thus, these items are separated to create two 
variables.® Positive affect is operationalized as the mean 
®This separation of positive and negative affect was 
expected based on prior empirical research in the area of 
affective response (Abelson et al., 1982; Breckler, 1984; 
Madden, Allen and Twible, 1988). 
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TABLE 11 
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS SOLUTION FOR AFFECTIVE ITEMS 
Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance 
1 5.62 51.1 
2 2.07 18.8 
Factor Loadings 
1 2 
Good 
CM
 
oo • .27 
Happy .91 .13 
Cheerful .89 .16 
Pleased 
oo • .21 
Amused .76 .24 
Stimulated .70 .14 
Insulted .25 .75 
Angry .09 .83 
Irritated .29 .85 
Impatient .23 .74 
Repulsed .11 .79 
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across six items: good, happy, cheerful, pleased, amused and 
stimulated. Negative affect is operationalized as the mean 
across five items: insulted, angry, irritated, impatient and 
repulsed. Four items were eliminated from this scale as a 
result of the item analysis: confused, calm, shocked and 
soothed. 
Brand attitude is a global measure of favorability 
toward the product. This construct is operationalized as 
the mean response across three items: favorable/unfavor¬ 
able, like/dislike and good product/bad product. Alpha is 
.94 for these items. 
Brand beliefs is operationalized as the mean response 
across seven belief x evaluation items: 'exciting taste,' 
'fun package,' 'easy to chew,' 'unusual name,' 'blend of 
chocolate,' 'crunchy light texture,' and 'satisfies the 
Chocolate Beastie.' Alpha is .81 for these items. The 
results of the item analysis on this measure suggested that 
'nutritious' and 'low calorie' be dropped from this scale. 
The remainder of this chapter is devoted to tests of 
hypotheses. The next section presents the results relevant 
to Hypotheses 1-6. Hypotheses 6-9 will be discussed 
immediately thereafter. 
Analysis of Primary Hypotheses (1-6) 
The primary objective of this project is to examine the 
effect of various instructions and levels of personal 
relevance on the relationship between Aad and brand 
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attitude. Hypotheses 1-6 concern the strength of the 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude and the strength 
of the relationship between brand beliefs and brand attitude 
in various treatment conditions. 
This discussion begins by presenting descriptive 
statistics (i.e., means and correlation coefficients) for 
variables used to test these hypotheses: Aad, brand beliefs 
and brand attitude. Then the results of a moderator 
regression analysis are presented to examine the overall 
moderating effect of the experimental factors. Finally, the 
results of regressions within treatments are reported. 
Mean Values: Aad, Brand Beliefs and Brand Attitude 
Table 12 shows the mean values7 for Aad, brand beliefs 
and brand attitude both within and across treatment 
conditions. Mean values are fairly consistent across 
treatments: brand attitude ranges from 5.0 to 5.3, brand 
beliefs ranges from 26.7 to 29.1 and Aad ranges from 4.4 to 
5.0. There is no discernable pattern across levels of task 
awareness or personal relevance except within the Program 
Evaluation conditions. It is interesting that the lowest 
(least favorable) means for all three variables are in the 
Program Evaluation Low Relevance condition. The highest 
(most favorable) mean for Aad is in the Program Evaluation 
High Relevance condition. 
7Aad, brand beliefs and brand attitude are coded such 
that higher numbers reflect a more favorable attitude. 
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TABLE 12 
Aad, BRAND BELIEFS AND BRAND ATTITUDE: 
MEANS WITHIN AND ACROSS TREATMENTS 
Aad 
Brand 
Beliefs 
Brand 
Attitude 
Brand Evaluation 4.5 27.4 5.1 
Low Relevance (2.0) (8.4) (1.5) 
Brand Evaluation 4.5 27.7 5.2 
High Relevance (1.9) (8.7) (1.5) 
Ad Evaluation 4.7 29.1 5.3 
Low Relevance (1.8) (9.5) (1.5) 
Ad Evaluation 4.6 27.0 5.3 
High Relevance (1.9) (8.4) (1.6) 
Program Evaluation 4.4 26.7 5.0 
Low Relevance (1.7) (7.3) (1.4) 
Program Evaluation 5.0 27.6 5.2 
High Relevance (1.8) (8.9) (1.3) 
Across All 4.6 27.6 5.2 
Treatments (1.9) (8.5) (1.5) 
Cell entries are mean response. Standard deviations are 
in parentheses. 
Table 13 also shows the mean values for Aad, brand 
beliefs within treatment conditions - but grouped by level 
of brand experience (i.e., subjects who had tasted vs. not 
tasted BarNone). T-tests revealed significant differences 
(p < .05) between groups across all treatment conditions for 
both brand beliefs and brand attitude. In general, subjects 
who had tasted the brand reported more favorable brand 
beliefs and a more favorable brand attitude than subjects 
who had not tasted the brand. 
Similarly, subjects who had tasted the brand reported a 
more favorable Aad than subjects who had not tasted the 
brand. And this result is not surprising in light of 
Messmer's early (1979) finding that prior brand attitude can 
influence Aad. The difference in brand attitude between 
groups suggests that subjects who had tasted the brand 
formed a favorable brand attitude. Upon exposure to the 
experimental stimulus, subjects simply transferred that 
favorable reaction to their overall evaluation of the 
advertisement. 
In contrast to brand beliefs and brand attitude 
however, the only significant difference (p < .05) between 
brand experience groups for Aad is in the Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance condition. For subjects who had not tasted 
the brand, Aad's pattern across treatment conditions is 
similar to the pattern in Table 12, i.e., the lowest mean 
response is found in the Program Evaluation Low Relevance 
condition. For subjects who had tasted the brand, Aad's 
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pattern across treatments is the reverse, i.e., the highest 
mean response is found in the Program Evaluation Low 
Relevance condition. 
Thus, the means within treatment conditions displayed 
in Table 12 (collapsing over brand experience) can be very 
misleading. The significant differences between subjects 
who had tasted vs. subjects who had not tasted the brand 
shown in Table 13 illustrate the importance of controlling 
for brand experience when examining the relationships 
between 1) Aad and brand attitude and 2) brand beliefs and 
brand attitude. Consequently, the analysis of Hypotheses 
1-6 is presented separately for these two subgroups (i.e., 
tasted vs. not tasted). 
Correlation Coefficients: Aad, Brand Beliefs and Brand 
Attitude 
Table 14 (Pearson Correlation Coefficients Within 
Treatment by Brand Experience) displays the zero-order 
correlation coefficients between Aad and brand attitude 
(r-j), and brand beliefs and brand attitude (r2) for both 
subjects who had tasted and subjects who had not tasted 
BarNone. Within both levels of brand experience, the 
correlation between brand beliefs and brand attitude is 
consistently significant across treatment conditions. For 
subjects who had not tasted the brand, r2 ranges from .67 to 
.81. For subjects who had tasted the brand, r2 ranges from 
.66 to .82. In other words, the magnitude and/or 
significance of the correlation between brand beliefs and 
119 
TABLE 14 
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS WITHIN TREATMENTS 
BY BRAND EXPERIENCE 
Beliefs 
Brand Experience 
No Yes 
Brand Ad Program Brand Ad Program 
Low 
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Relevance 
ri .49* .57* .42* .19 -.04 -.43 
r2 .67* .70* .67* .74* .79* 
7 ]_**★ 
High 
Relevance 
ri .38* .44* .69* .52** .21 .56** 
r2 .76* .81* .71* .74* .66* .82* 
*p < .001 
**p < .01 
★ ★ *p < • o
 
cn
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brand attitude is very consistent across (i.e., does not 
depend on) levels of task awareness, personal relevance and 
brand experience. 
The pattern of correlation between Aad and brand 
attitude is quite different from the pattern of correlation 
between brand beliefs and brand attitude. In general, the 
correlation between Aad and brand attitude is consistently 
lower than that of brand beliefs and displays more variance 
across treatment conditions and across levels of brand 
experience. That is, rl ranges from .38 to .69 for subjects 
who had not tasted the brand, and from -.43 to .56 for 
subjects who had tasted the brand. That is, the magnitude 
and/or significance of the correlation between Aad and brand 
attitude does depend on the levels of brand experience 
and/or personal relevance.8 
For subjects who had not tasted the brand, observed 
correlations between Aad and brand attitude are significant 
across all treatment conditions. In contrast, coefficients 
(r2) are only significant in the Brand Evaluation High 
Relevance and the Program Evaluation High Relevance 
conditions where subjects had tasted the brand. Note that 
these are both high relevance conditions, i.e., r1 is not 
statistically significant in any of the low relevance 
conditions for these subjects. 
8There is no discernable pattern across task awareness 
conditions. 
121 
Moderator Regression Analysis 
A total of seven regression equations were performed to 
examine the potential moderating influence of the experi¬ 
mental factors (task awareness and personal relevance) on 
the relationships between Aad and brand attitude, and brand 
beliefs and brand attitude. Table 15 (Moderator Regression 
Analysis) displays the proportion of explained variance 
(R2), change in R2, and the significance level associated 
with the change in R2. 
The first model regresses brand attitude on only Aad 
and brand beliefs. This model explains 59.2% of the vari¬ 
ance in brand attitude, which is significant (p < .0001). 
The incremental proportion of explained variance in brand 
attitude (.0239) is significant (p < .0001) when brand 
experience is added in the second model. 
The third model adds the main effects of task awareness 
and personal relevance to the model. This change in R2 is 
not significant (p > .80). This means that these 
experimental factors are not independent predictors of brand 
attitude, but does not preclude a moderating influence of 
task awareness and/or personal relevance. 
The fourth through seventh models each add an 
interaction term to the model: the interactions of 'Aad and 
task awareness,' 'brand beliefs and task awareness,' 'Aad 
and personal relevance' and 'brand beliefs and personal 
relevance,' respectively. In general, none of these 
interaction terms explained a statistically significant 
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TABLE 15 
MODERATOR REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
CONTROLLING FOR BRAND EXPERIENCE 
R" 
Change Significance 
in of Change 
Model 1 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2 .592 .0000 
Model 2 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3 .62 .0239 .0000 
Model 3 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3+b4x4+b5x5 62 .0009 .809 
Model 4 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3+b4x4+b5x5+b6x1x4 .62 .0012 .538 
Model 5 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3+b4x4+b5x5+b6x2x4 .62 .0013 .511 
Model 6 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3+b4x4+b5x5+b6x1x5 .62 0026 .098 
Model 7 
Y=a+b1x1+b2x2+b3x3+b4x4+b5x5+b6x2x5 .52 .0002 .664 
xx = Aad 
x2 = Brand Beliefs 
x3 = Brand Experience 
x4 = Task Awareness 
x5 = Personal Relevance 
xxx 
x2x 
xxx 
x2x 
4 
4 
5 
5 
(Aad * 
(Brand 
(Aad * 
(Brand 
Task Awareness) 
Beliefs * Task Awareness) 
Personal Relevance) 
Beliefs * Personal Relevance) 
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(i.e., p < .05) proportion of incremental variance in brand 
attitude. The interaction of Aad and personal relevance 
does however, approach a statistical level of significance 
(p < .10). This implies that the main effect of Aad on 
brand attitude should not be interpreted without considering 
the moderating effect of personal relevance. 
Subgroup Analysis of Regression Within Treatments 
Within each treatment, brand attitude was regressed on 
Aad and brand beliefs. The results of these six regressions 
for both subjects who had and subjects who had not tasted 
BarNone are shown in Table 16 (Individual Regression Within 
Treatments - Brand Attitude). The statistics reported in 
Table 16 include the overall proportion of variance 
explained for each regression model (R2), the beta 
coefficient (standardized) associated with each variable and 
the significance level of that coefficient. 
The coefficients associated with brand beliefs are 
significant across all treatment conditions and across both 
levels of brand experience. In contrast, the coefficients 
associated with Aad are different across levels of brand 
experience. Specific findings are presented next in the 
context of individual hypotheses. Then the findings are 
briefly discussed in a summary at the end of this section. 
Hypothesis 1 (Cell 1). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is low. 
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TABLE 16 
INDIVIDUAL REGRESSION WITHIN TREATMENTS: BRAND ATTITUDE 
Brand Experience 
No Yes 
Significance Significance 
Beta* Level R2 Beta* Level R2 
Brand Evaluation 
Low Relevance 
Aad .30 .01 .05 .73 
(HI) .53 .56 
Brand Beliefs .57 .00 .74 .00 
Brand Evaluation 
High Relevance 
Aad .20 .05 .33 .03 
(H2) .62 . .64 
Brand Beliefs .71 .00 .64 .00 
Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance 
Aad .25 .07 -.20 .16 
(H3) .53 .66 
Brand Beliefs .55 .00 .83 .00 
Ad Evaluation 
High Relevance 
Aad .27 .00 -.04 .83 
(H4) 
Brand Beliefs .75 .00 
.73 
.67 
.44 
.00 
Program Evaluation 
Low Relevance 
Aad .15 .20 -.29 .28 
(H5) 
Brand Beliefs .61 .00 
.48 
.65 
.58 
.04 
Program Evaluation 
High Relevance 
Aad .47 .00 .02 . 91 
(H6) 
Brand Beliefs .50 .00 
.68 
. 80 
. 66 
.00 
*Due to differences in Aad and Brand Beliefs measurement scales, only standardized 
coefficients are reported. 
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both Aad and brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
This hypothesis is fully supported for subjects who had 
not tasted the brand. The standardized coefficients for 
both Aad and brand beliefs are significant (p < .01). 
For subjects who had tasted the brand however, this 
hypothesis is only partially supported. The coefficient 
associated with brand beliefs achieved a predicted level of 
significance (p < .001), but the coefficient for Aad was not 
significant. 
Hypothesis 2 (Cell 2). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is 
high, only brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
This hypothesis is fully supported for subjects who had 
not tasted the brand. As predicted, the coefficient for 
brand beliefs was significant (p < .001) and the coefficient 
for Aad was not significant. 
For subjects who had tasted the brand however, this 
hypothesis is only partially supported. As expected, the 
coefficient for brand beliefs is significant (p < .001). 
Contrary to expectations Aad is also a significant predictor 
of brand attitude in this condition (p < .05). 
Hypothesis 3 (Cell 3). When subjects are instructed 
to evaluate the advertisement itself and personal relevance 
is low, only Aad will have a significant effect on brand 
attitude. 
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This hypothesis is not supported by these data. At 
both levels of brand experience the observed relationships 
are quite the opposite. The coefficient for Aad is 
statistically equal to zero (p > .05) and brand beliefs is a 
strong predictor of brand attitude (p < .001). 
Hypothesis 4 (Cell 4). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertisement itself and personal relevance is 
high, both Aad and brand beliefs will have a significant 
effect on brand attitude. 
This hypothesis is fully supported for subjects who had 
not tasted the brand. Coefficients for both Aad and brand 
beliefs are significant (p < .001). 
For subjects who had tasted the brand however, this 
hypothesis is only partially supported. The coefficient 
associated with brand beliefs achieved a predicted level of 
significance (p < .001), but the coefficient for Aad was 
not significant. 
Hypothesis 5 (Cell 5). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
low, only Aad will have a significant effect on brand 
attitude. 
This hypothesis is not supported at either level of 
brand experience. The coefficient for Aad is statistically 
equal to zero (p > .05). The coefficient for brand beliefs 
is statistically significant (p < .001). 
Hypothesis 6 (Cell 6). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
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high, only brand beliefs will have a significant effect on 
brand attitude. 
This hypothesis is partially supported for subjects who 
had not tasted the brand. As expected, the coefficient for 
brand beliefs is significant (p < .001). Contrary to 
expectations, the coefficient for Aad is also significant 
(p < .001). 
For subjects who had tasted the brand however, this 
hypothesis is fully supported. As predicted, the 
coefficient for brand beliefs was significant (p < .001) and 
the coefficient for Aad was not significant. 
Summary: Aad, Brand Beliefs and Brand Attitude 
The importance of including brand experience in this 
analysis was illustrated early in this discussion with 
descriptive statistics (i.e., means and correlation 
coefficients). Further support for the significance of 
subjects' having personal experience with the brand was 
found in the results of the moderator regression analysis 
where, in addition to Aad and brand beliefs, brand 
experience made a significant (p < .001) contribution to 
explaining the variance in brand attitude. However, the 
results of the moderator regression analysis failed to 
reveal a significant (p < .05) moderating influence of task 
awareness and/or personal relevance on the relationships 
between Aad and brand attitude and/or brand beliefs and 
brand attitude. 
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Next, brand attitude was regressed on Aad and brand 
beliefs within each treatment to examine the hypothesized 
relationships between these variables. Figure 4 (Observed 
Relationships: Hypotheses 1-6) summarizes the results of 
these individual regressions. The coefficients associated 
with brand beliefs were significant across all treatment 
conditions and across both levels of brand experience.9 In 
contrast, the coefficients associated with Aad vary across 
treatments and are distinctly different between levels of 
brand experience. 
Four of the hypotheses in this section were fully 
supported (i.e., both Aad and brand beliefs behaved as 
predicted) either for subjects who had tasted or for 
subjects who had not tasted the brand (but never in both 
groups). For example, H6 in the Program Evaluation High 
Relevance condition was fully supported for subjects who had 
tasted the BarNone product - but only partially supported 
for subjects who had not tasted the brand. Similarly, 
three other hypotheses were fully supported for subjects who 
had not tasted the BarNone product (i.e., HI in the Brand 
Evaluation Low Relevance condition, H2 in the Brand 
Evaluation High Relevance condition and H4 in the Ad 
Evaluation High Relevance condition) - but only partially 
supported for subjects who had tasted the brand. 
9The overpowering dominance of brand beliefs in 
explaining the variance in brand attitude will be discussed 
in the next chapter. 
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Figure 4. Observed Relationships: Hypotheses 1-6 
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Two of the hypotheses in this section were not 
supported at all by these data, i.e., H3 in the Ad 
Evaluation Low Relevance condition and H5 in the Program 
Evaluation Low Relevance condition. Both of these 
hypotheses predicted that Aad would be significant and brand 
beliefs would not be significant. At both levels of brand 
experience, observed relationships contradicted predictions. 
Analysis of Secondary Hypotheses (7-9) 
The secondary objective of this research was to examine 
the effect of various instructions and levels of personal 
relevance on the behavior of evaluative versus affective 
measures of Aad. Hypotheses addressing this objective state 
that varying the direction and intensity of subjects' 
information processing activity will affect the relative 
dominance of evaluative versus affective measures of Aad. 
Thus, these "secondary" hypotheses examine alternative 
measures of Aad and concern the nature of the Aad construct. 
Ad evaluation reflects subjects' cognitive judgments about 
the advertisement itself, such as whether or not the ad was 
interesting and/or entertaining. Ad affect reflects an 
inner state of the individual, i.e., the way the 
advertisement made subjects feel. Positive affect 
represents feelings like cheerful, amused and stimulated. 
Negative affect represents feelings like angry, irritated 
and repulsed. 
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This discussion begins by presenting descriptive 
statistics for variables used to test these hypotheses: Aad, 
ad evaluation, positive affect and negative affect. Then 
the results of regressions within treatments are reported. 
Table 17 shows the mean values10 for Aad, ad 
evaluation, positive affect and negative affect both within 
and across treatment conditions. Mean values are fairly 
consistent across treatments: ad evaluation ranges from 4.4 
to 5.0, positive affect ranges from 3.6 to 4.1 and negative 
affect ranges from 5.4 to 6.1. In all conditions there 
seems to be more negative than positive affect reported. 
Table 18 also shows the mean values for Aad, ad 
evaluation, positive affect and negative affect - but 
grouped by level of brand experience (i.e., subjects who had 
tasted vs. subjects who had not tasted BarNone). For these 
variables, t-tests between levels of brand experience 
revealed only two statistically significant (p < .05) 
differences (i.e., Aad and negative affect in the Program 
Evaluation Low Relevance condition). For the most part 
then, the means in Table 17 (collapsed over levels of brand 
experience) are representative of both subjects who had 
tasted and subjects who had not tasted the BarNone product. 
Since the level of brand experience does not confound the 
relationships between these variables, the analysis of 
10Aad and ad evaluation are coded such that higher 
numbers reflect a more favorable attitude. Positive and 
negative affect are coded such that higher numbers reflect a 
stronger response of that type. 
TABLE 17 
Aad, AD EVALUATION, POSITIVE AFFECT AND NEGATIVE AFFECT: 
MEANS WITHIN AND ACROSS TREATMENTS 
Ad Positive Negative 
Aad Evaluation Affect Affect 
Brand Evaluation 4.5 4.4 3.8 5.4 
Low Relevance (2.0) (1.4) (1.4) (1.5) 
Brand Evaluation 4.5 4.6 4.0 5.9 
High Relevance (1.9) (1.5) (1.6) (1.4) 
Ad Evaluation 4.7 4.7 4.0 5.9 
Low Relevance (1.8) (1.5) (1.5) (1.3) 
Ad Evaluation 4.6 4.6 4.0 5.5 
High Relevance (1.9) (1.6) (1.5) (1.4) 
Program Evaluation 4.4 4.4 3.6 5.8 
Low Relevance (1.7) (1.4) (1.4) (1.4) 
Program Evaluation 5.0 5.0 4.1 6.1 
High Relevance (1.8) (1.4) (1.6) (1.3) 
Across All 4.6 4.6 3.9 5.8 
Treatments (1.9) (1.5) (1.5) (1.4) 
Cell entries are mean response. Standard deviations are in 
parentheses. 
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hypotheses 7-9 is not presented separately for these two 
subgroups. 
Table 19 (Pearson Correlation Coefficients Within 
Treatments) displays the zero-order correlation coefficients 
between ad evaluation and Aad (r1 ) , positive affect and Aad 
(r2), and negative affect and Aad (r3) within treatments. 
Coefficients are consistently strong across conditions and 
all are significant (p < .001). The correlation between ad 
evaluation and Aad is the strongest in all conditions, r1 
ranges from .82 to .92. The correlation between positive 
affect and Aad also is fairly strong and consistent across 
conditions, r2 ranges from .66 to .79. The correlation of 
negative affect and Aad displays somewhat more variance 
across conditions, r3 ranges from .40 in the Ad Evaluation 
Low Relevance condition to .79 in the Ad Evaluation High 
Relevance condition. 
Subgroup Analysis of Regressions Within Treatments 
Within each treatment, Aad was regressed on ad 
evaluation, positive affect and negative affect. The 
results of these six regressions are shown in Table 20 
(Individual Regressions Within Treatment: Aad).11 These 
findings are used to test the hypotheses in this section. 
11Although hypotheses 7-9 concern only four of the six 
treatment conditions, the results of all six regressions are 
shown in Exhibit 21. 
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TABLE 19 
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS WITHIN TREATMENTS 
Brand Experience 
Brand 
No 
Ad Program Brand 
Yes 
Ad Program 
Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation 
Low 
Relevance 
rl .92 . 95 .88 .71 .86 . 93 
r2 .81 .75 .64 .68 .78 .74 
r3 .77 .30 .63 .79 .52 .54 
High 
Relevance 
rl .72 .89 .93 .95 .94 .93 
r2 .71 .73 .76 
.87 .70 .84 
r3 .58 .78 .53 .77 .81 .43 
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TABLE 20 
INDIVIDUAL REGRESSIONS WITHIN TREATMENTS: Aad 
Significance 
Beta* Level R2 
Brand Evaluation Ad Evaluation .48 .00 .82 
Low Relevance Positive Affect .22 .00 
(H7) Negative Affect .31 .00 
Brand Evaluation Ad Evaluation .39 .00 .78 
High Relevance Positive Affect .43 .00 
Negative Affect .18 .03 
Ad Evaluation Ad Evaluation .81 .00 .84 
Low Relevance Positive Affect .11 .16 
(H8) Negative Affect .03 .59 
Ad Evaluation Ad Evaluation . 64 .00 .86 
High Relevance Positive Affect .11 .12 
(H8) Negative Affect .26 .00 
Program Evaluation Ad Evaluation .81 .00 
o
 
00 • 
Low Relevance Positive Affect .08 .32 
(H9) Negative Affect .04 . 63 
Program Evaluation Ad Evaluation .76 .00 .87 
Low Relevance Positive Affect .15 .05 
Negative Affect .10 .07 
*Standardized Coefficients 
Hypothesis 7 (Cell 1). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the advertised brand and personal relevance is low, 
both affective and evaluative indicators will contribute 
significantly to the measurement of Aad. 
This hypothesis is supported by the data. Coefficients 
for the evaluative measure and both affective measures are 
statistically significant (p < .001). 
Hypothesis 8 (Cells 3 and 4). When subjects are 
instructed to evaluate the advertisement itself, only 
evaluative indicators will contribute significantly to the 
measurement of Aad regardless of the level of personal 
relevance. 
This hypothesis is supported in the Ad Evaluation Low 
Relevance condition. The coefficient on the evaluative 
measure is statistically significant (p < .001), and those 
for the affective measures are not significant (p > .15). 
In the Ad Evaluation High Relevance condition however, this 
hypothesis is only partially supported. As expected, the 
coefficient for ad evaluation is significant (p < .001), and 
the coefficient for positive affect is not (p > .10). 
However, the coefficient for negative affect is also 
significant (p < .001). 
Hypotheses 9 (Cell 5). When subjects are instructed to 
evaluate the background material and personal relevance is 
low, both affective and evaluative indicators will 
contribute significantly to the measurement of Aad. 
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This hypothesis is partially supported. As expected, 
the coefficient for ad evaluation is statistically 
significant (p < .001). The coefficients for the affective 
measures however, are not significant (p > .05). 
Summary: Aad, Ad Evaluation, Positive Affect and Negative 
Affect 
Figure 5 (Observed Relationships: Hypotheses 7-9) 
summarizes the tests of these hypotheses. This analysis 
provided full support for two of the three hypotheses in 
this section. In the Brand Evaluation Low Relevance 
condition, significant effects of evaluative and affective 
measures were predicted and found. In the Ad Evaluation Low 
Relevance condition, the significant effect of evaluative 
measures and the non-significant effect of affective 
measures were also predicted and found. 
These data, however, only partially support the other 
two hypotheses. In the Ad Evaluation High Relevance 
condition, there was evidence of a significant effect of the 
evaluative measures as expected. Further, the positive 
affect measure was non-significant as expected. Contrary to 
prediction, the negative affect measure was also 
significant. In the Program Evaluation Low Relevance 
condition, there was evidence of the expected significance 
of the evaluative measure but the affective measure was 
unexpectedly non-significant. 
This chapter has discussed the analyses of these data. 
The next chapter presents a more elaborate discussion of 
139 
B
r
a
n
d
 
A
d
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
_
_
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
_
_
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
X5 
(0 
a) 
O 
<D co' 
> 03 
•H CO 
p c 
o o 
<u a 
4-1 CO 
4-i o 
< pa 
P o 
(t3 -H 
3 P 
P O 
(0 CO 
> a) 
w pa 
X) 
Q) 
P 
P 
O 
O, 
a 
3 
03 
>i 
P 
P 
(0 
*rH 
-P 
P 
(0 
Q-j 
VO 
<u 
u 
T3 
fO 
< 
XS 
(0 
C 
00 
CD 
O 
\ /\ 
•r \ <i> \ <i> 
<13 co" > CO <u co/ ' > CO 
> <u •P G xs > a) •H c 
*p CO P 0 a) •H CO p o 
p G (0 *P p p c (0 -p 
o O 3 P p u 0 3 p 
a) a P O o 0) a P o 
p CO (0 (0 p CO to (0 
p (1) > a) cu pH p a) > a) 
< pc; pa pa 3 rr\ 
pH 
a) < pa 
pa pa 
o 
X5 
03 
-P 
P 
O 
a 
a 
3 
03 
>i 
(0 
•H 
p 
p 
(0 
cu 
XS 
(0 
c 
CD 
CJ 
03 co/ 
\ 
' > CO 
> CD •H c 
-H CO p O 
p G (0 *P 
o 0 3 P 
CD a P u 
P CO fO (0 
P a) > <13 
< pa w pa 
XS 
a> 
-p 
p 
o 
a 
a 
3 
03 
CM 
03 
CJ 
P 
G 
P (0 
C O 
(0 -H 
O P 
-H -H 
P G 
-H iT> 
G -P 
CP CO 
*H C 
CO -H 
03 CD 
P P 
O O 
P P 
XJ XS 
<u a) 
> > 
p p 
<u <u 
co co 
£1 P 
o o 
cr> 
I 
r- 
co 
(D 
co 
a> 
P 
P 
O 
a 
K 
co 
O, 
-H 
p 
CO 
c 
O 
•H 
p 
tO 
i—I 
03 
CC 
XS 
a) 
> 
p 
CD 
co 
A 
O 
m 
<D 
p 
3 
CO 
•H 
Pz-i 
2 
O 
PJ 
A 
Cn 
-H 
a) ffi 
P O 
to G 
G (0 
o > 
co a) 
p p 
a) a) 
cu pa 
140 
these findings, as well as conclusions and implications for 
future research. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
Discussion 
This project was designed to integrate and extend 
existing research on Aad that had varied subjects' 
information processing objectives. Gardner (1985) examined 
the relationships between Aad, brand beliefs and brand 
attitude while varying the direction (brand evaluation vs. 
ad evaluation) of subjects' attention. Other Aad 
researchers varied the intensity (high vs. low relevance) of 
subjects' information processing activity (e.g.. Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Park and Young, 1986; Muehling 
and Lazniak, 1988). No study has simultaneously varied both 
the direction and the intensity of subjects' attention while 
examining the relationships between Aad, brand beliefs and 
brand attitude.12 
Some of the hypotheses in this project were fully 
supported by these data, some were only partially supported 
and two hypotheses were not supported at all. This chapter 
begins with an interpretation of the results displayed in 
the last chapter. Then conclusions are drawn and the 
limitations of this study are reviewed. 
12Thus, while manipulations of task awareness and 
personal relevance are not new in Aad research, individual 
treatment conditions in this project should not necessarily 
be expected to replicate past findings. 
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Findings: Aad, Brand Beliefs and Brand Attitude 
The moderator regression analysis failed to reveal a 
significant moderating influence of the experimental factors 
on the relationships between Aad and brand attitude, and 
brand beliefs and brand attitude. However, the results of 
the subgroup analysis (i.e., regression within treatments) 
suggest some interesting findings: 
Brand beliefs explain significant 
amounts of variance in brand attitude in 
all conditions; 
Brand beliefs display a stronger 
relationship with brand attitude than 
Aad with brand attitude in all 
conditions; 
Brand experience (i.e., tasted vs. not 
tasted BarNone) had a profound effect on 
brand beliefs and brand attitude such 
that subjects who had tasted the brand 
were significantly more favorable toward 
the brand - but the relationship between 
these two variables did not vary across 
brand experience levels; and 
Brand experience had little effect on 
mean response to measures of Aad - but 
the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude varied significantly across 
brand experience levels. 
Brand Beliefs and Brand Attitude. The strong 
significance of brand beliefs in explaining the variance in 
brand attitude in all experimental conditions would seem to 
support the traditional view of the persuasion process 
(e.g., Hovland, Janis and Kelley, 1953; McGuire, 1969; 
Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). This perspective assumes that 
attitude change is determined by the extent to which an 
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individual attends to, comprehends and accepts the 
information contained in the advertisement. 
Indeed, the consistent significance of brand beliefs 
across conditions implies that all of the subjects in this 
research acted as rational, content-oriented individuals who 
were motivated to understand and evaluate the information 
contained in the advertisement. Although the observed 
significant effect of brand beliefs on brand attitude was 
not hypothesized a priori in the Ad Evaluation Low Relevance 
condition, this finding is compatible with Gardner's (1985) 
results. That is, she also found that brand beliefs were 
significant in her ad evaluation condition. 
However, this result is inconsistent with the behavior 
of brand beliefs in studies that have varied the intensity 
of subjects' involvement with the message (i.e.. Lutz, 
MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Park and Young, 1986). These 
authors report that brand beliefs made no significant 
contribution to explaining the variance in brand attitude 
when involvement was low. 
There are two important differences between these two 
studies and the current project that may explain these 
diverse findings. First, both Lutz et al. (1985) and Park 
and Young (1986) used a sample comprised of "real" 
consumers. In contrast, the sample for this project was 
drawn from a student population. Hence, the significance of 
brand beliefs here is potentially an artifact of a higher 
"need for cognition" among students. The "need for 
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cognition" has been described as a "tendency for an 
individual to engage in and enjoy thinking" (Cacioppo and 
Petty, 1982) and a "need to structure relevant situation in 
meaningful, integrated ways (Cohen et al., 1955). In seems 
reasonable that students may be more inclined than "average 
consumers" to organize, elaborate and evaluate the 
information to which they are exposed - especially when that 
exposure takes place in the university environment where the 
potential for judgment is always present. 
Second, the measurement of brand beliefs is drastically 
different across studies. Lutz et al. (1983) 
operationalized brand beliefs with a single indicator 
(brand-related cognitions), precluding any assessment of the 
reliability of that measure. Park and Young (1986) used a 
multi-item scale ( b(e|) to operationalize brand beliefs, 
but did not report an estimate of reliability. Further, 
they used only three evaluative beliefs out of some larger 
subset and note that "measures could have been improved ... 
by incorporating all the salient beliefs about the hair 
shampoo" (p.17). In contrast, the brand beliefs measure in 
this project did utilize the complete set of salient beliefs 
about the product, and this measure exhibits a high degree 
of reliability (alpha=.81). 
The strong influence of brand experience on brand 
beliefs and brand attitude is certainly of notable mention. 
Subjects who had actually tasted the BarNone product 
reported significantly more favorable brand beliefs and 
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brand attitudes than subjects who had not tasted the brand. 
However, although significant differences across levels of 
brand experience were observed with respect to the mean 
values of brand beliefs and brand attitude - the 
relationship between brand beliefs and brand attitude did 
not vary across treatment conditions or levels of brand 
experience.13 
Another explanation for the strong, consistent 
relationship between brand beliefs and brand attitude is 
that there was a substantial amount of product-specific 
information in the experimental advertisement. Subjects who 
had actually tasted the brand had acquired - beliefs about the 
brand through direct experience and had formed a brand 
attitude prior to exposure to the experimental stimulus. 
And subjects who had not tasted the brand were offered a 
considerable amount of brand-specific information during 
exposure to the advertisement. Perhaps it was unrealistic 
to expect subjects to disregard that information when 
reporting on their brand attitude - even in the low 
relevance conditions. 
Aad and Brand Attitude. These findings suggest that 
Aad is not a reliably significant mediator of brand 
attitude. The influence of brand experience on the 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude is striking. 
For subjects who had tasted the brand, the influence of Aad 
13See correlation coefficients in Table 14 (p. 119) and 
regression coefficients in Table 16 (p. 124). 
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on brand attitude was consistently trivial in all treatment 
conditions except one (Brand Evaluation/High Relevance). 
This implies that these subjects used only brand-specific 
information and ignored their reaction to the advertisement 
when reporting their brand attitude. 
In contrast, for subjects who had not tasted the brand, 
the influence of Aad on brand attitude was significant in 
three of the six treatment conditions (Brand Evaluation/Low 
Relevance, Ad Evaluation/High Relevance and Program 
Evaluation/High Relevance). That is, Aad's incremental 
contribution to explaining the variance in brand attitude 
(i.e., in addition to the variance explained by brand 
beliefs) was statistically significant in these conditions. 
The ensuing discussion of individual hypotheses is limited 
to the interesting differences observed between treatment 
conditions for subjects who had not tasted the brand. 
These significant differences in the relationship 
between Aad and brand attitude for subjects who had tasted 
vs. subjects who had not tasted the brand is an important 
finding of this research. In general, the influence of Aad 
on brand attitude was only significant for subjects who had 
not tasted the brand. This result is consistent with data 
reported by Cox and Locander (1987), indicating that the 
influence of Aad on brand attitude was significantly 
stronger for a novel product than for a familiar product. 
However, the results of this study are not directly 
comparable with those of Cox and Locander as they examined 
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novelty as an unfamiliar set of product attributes (rather 
than a lack of personal experience with the brand). Levin 
and Gaeth (1988) did examine brand attitudes both before and 
after personal experience (i.e., before and after subjects 
consumed ground beef) and found that "the impact of an ad 
presented before the product experience tends to be greater 
than the impact of one presented after" (p. 378). However, 
the results of this study are not directly comparable with 
those of Levin and Gaeth as they did not measure Aad - and 
hence did not examine the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude. The significant influence of brand experience on 
the relationship between Aad and brand attitude observed in 
the current project definitely calls for more research in 
this important area. 
Another interesting and unanticipated finding of this 
research was that the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude was significant in two of the three high relevance 
(Ad Evaluation and Program Evaluation) conditions. Although 
this was unexpected, this result is consistent with the 
!• 
results reported for high involvement subjects in Lutz et 
al. (1983) and Muehling and Lazniak (1988). 
Because of the manner in which the hypotheses herein 
were stated, they suggest that subjects would use either 
peripheral cues (i.e., Aad in the low relevance conditions) 
or product-specific information (brand beliefs in the high 
relevance conditions) when reporting their brand attitude. 
However, it would appear that subjects in the high relevance 
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conditions used not only the information they had about 
brand-specific attributes, but also considered their overall 
reaction to the advertisement. That is, these subjects used 
both the information contained in the ad and their overall 
reaction to the ad's executional elements to describe their 
brand attitude. 
This unexpected finding (i.e., Aad's influence in the 
high relevance conditions) may be due to the nature of the 
personal relevance manipulation. Recall that subjects in 
the high relevance conditions were told that they would be 
asked at least one question on their final exam which 
pertained to one of the products they would see advertised. 
Although this manipulation did increase the amount of 
cognitive activity (measured by number of message-related 
thoughts14), the observed pattern of results suggests that 
the effect of the manipulation differed from that expected. 
Specifically, the notion of a final exam question seems 
to have evoked a high level of focused attention to the 
advertisement that was motivated by something very different 
from intrinsic interest in the brand - perhaps something 
more like evaluation apprehension. That is, subjects were 
motivated to pay attention to the experimental stimulus for 
the purpose of remembering everything they could about the 
advertisement and the brand. Thus, the nature of this 
motivating force is very different from that which has been 
14See Table 9, p. 107. 
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used in past empirical research on Aad. It is also very 
different from the perceived personal relevance that 
motivates consumers to attend to and evaluate advertising in 
a naturalistic setting. 
Very unexpectedly, there was no evidence of a 
significant relationship between Aad and brand attitude in 
the Ad Evaluation Low Relevance condition. This finding 
contradicts a substantial amount of empirical evidence which 
supports the strong positive relationship between Aad and 
brand attitude (e.g.. Lutz et al., 1983; Gardner, 1985; Park 
and Young, 1986; Muehling and Lazniak, 1988). 
Gardner (1985) conducted the only study which, similar 
to this one, compares a brand evaluation to an ad evaluation 
condition. The relationship between Aad and brand attitude 
in her ad evaluation condition was positive and significant. 
Thus, the lack of significance in the Ad Evaluation Low 
Relevance condition in this research is in direct conflict 
with Gardner's finding. 
There is one important difference between Gardner's 
(1985) work and the current study that can explain the 
discrepancy. The product in Gardner's study was a 
hypothetical brand. In contrast, the product in this 
research was an actual product that was available in stores 
throughout the general area at the time of data collection. 
Brand familiarity measures (Table 3, p. 92) show that 76.2% 
of the sample had at least heard of the product and 30.5% 
had tasted the candy bar. Subjects who had actually tasted 
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BarNone didn't need information about the ad in order to 
evaluate the brand. Even subjects who had not actually 
tasted BarNone probably have been exposed to other Hershey's 
brands. Subjects had enough information (either direct 
BarNone experience or inferences based on other Hershey 
brands) to describe their brand attitude - without 
evaluating their reaction to the advertisement. Because 
Gardner's product was hypothetical her subjects made no such 
inferences. Thus, Aad was significant in her ad evaluation 
condition and not significant here. 
This is the single most interesting finding in this 
project because it is so different from Gardner's study, 
which is the only other Aad research comparing brand 
evaluation and ad evaluation conditions. This result is at 
the same time unsettling, as it calls into question the 
usefulness of the Aad construct in copy-testing practice for 
new brands marketed by well established manufacturers. This 
result is also disturbing because it fails to replicate so 
many published findings. Perhaps it is not entirely 
unrepresentative of Aad studies that remain unpublished due 
to lack of statistical significance. 
An important aspect of this experimental design is the 
inclusion of the Program Evaluation conditions. These 
conditions were used to simulate the incidental exposure to 
advertising present in naturalistic situations. The 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude was not 
significant in the low relevance conditions, regardless of 
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brand experience. This result suggests that when subjects 
were watching the program and the ad just "happened to be 
there" they paid little attention to the executional 
elements of the advertisement. Or at least they did not 
rely on their overall reaction to the advertisement when 
reporting their brand attitude. 
In contrast, the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude was significant in the Program Evaluation High 
Relevance condition (but only for subjects who had not 
tasted the brand). That is, these subjects considered not 
only what was said in the ad but also how it was said. 
The discussion thus far has focused on interpreting the 
observed relationships between brand attitude and its 
antecedents (i.e., Aad and brand beliefs). The next section 
discusses the antecedents of Aad (i.e., affective responses 
and evaluative reactions). 
Findings: Affective Response, Evaluative Reaction and Aad 
With respect to the relationships between affective 
responses and Aad, and evaluative reactions and Aad, 
findings suggest: 
Evaluative measures exhibit a 
significant relationship with Aad in all 
experimental conditions; 
Affective measures exhibit a significant 
relationship with Aad across task 
conditions when message relevance is 
high; 
When message relevance is low, affective 
measures are only significant in the 
brand evaluation condition; and 
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Brand experience did not affect the rela¬ 
tionship between evaluative measures and 
Aad or the relationship between affective 
measures and Aad. 
In general, subjects in this research appear to have 
acted as rational content-oriented information processors. 
Hence, it is not surprising that their evaluative reactions 
are significant predictors of Aad in all conditions. What 
is surprising is that the positive and negative affect 
measures are also significant in the high relevance 
conditions. Greenwald and Leavitt's (1984) "principle of 
higher-level dominance" suggests that deliberate cognitive 
consideration of an advertisement may actually inhibit the 
potential for evoking affective responses in the audience. 
The relevance manipulation was supposed to motivate 
subjects toward cognitive evaluation and (according to the 
principle of higher-level dominance) away from the 
experience of feeling responses. It would appear that the 
high relevance subjects were definitely motivated toward 
cognitive evaluation - of the brand and the ad (Aad was 
significant in two of the three high relevance conditions). 
But this cognitive orientation did not interfere with their 
feeling responses. Perhaps the relevance manipulation was 
so strong (their attention to the ad was so intense) that 
they remembered and reported absolutely everything they 
thought and felt in response to the ad (for reasons 
discussed earlier). 
In the low relevance conditions, the observed 
relationships between affective vs. evaluative measures of 
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Aad were quite different. In the Brand Evaluation/Low 
Relevance condition all measures behaved as expected, i.e., 
all were significant predictors of Aad. All measures 
behaved as expected in the Ad Evaluation Low Relevance 
condition as well, i.e., only the ad evaluation measure was 
significant. 
Contrary to predictions in the Program Evaluation/Low 
Relevance condition, only the evaluative measures explained 
a significant amount of variance in Aad. In other words, it 
seems that subjects in this condition considered only their 
evaluative judgments of the ad (to the exclusion of any 
feeling responses they may have had) when describing their 
overall reaction to the experimental ad. 
Conclusions and Implications 
Brand experience (i.e., tasted vs. not tasted BarNone) 
had a profound effect on brand beliefs and brand attitude 
such that subjects who had tasted the brand were 
significantly more favorable toward the brand - but the 
relationship between these two variables did not vary across 
brand experience levels. In contrast, brand experience had 
little effect on mean response to measures of Aad - but the 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude varied 
significantly across brand experience levels. This finding 
suggests that personal experience with the brand is an 
important mediating influence on the relationship between 
Aad and brand attitude. Thus, whether subjects have or have 
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not had personal experience with the brand is an important 
consideration for researchers interested in examining the 
influence of advertising on brand attitude. Further, this 
finding suggests that personal experience with the brand is 
an important consideration for advertising practitioners who 
are making generalizations from copy-testing research. 
The experimental manipulation of task awareness (i.e.. 
Brand Evaluation, Ad Evaluation, Program Evaluation) was 
effective in influencing subjects' perception of their 
experimental task. Further, there were meaningful 
differences in the observed relationship between Aad and 
brand attitude between the Brand Evaluation and the Ad 
Evaluation conditions. 
For example, the influence of Aad on brand attitude was 
significant in the Brand Evaluation condition.15 This may 
be because the experimental advertisement contained a 
substantial amount of brand-specific information. Further, 
the Aad construct was influenced by both measures of 
affective responses and evaluative reactions in this Brand 
Evaluation/Low Relevance condition. That is, subjects 
considered both their cognitive judgments and their feeling 
responses when reporting their overall reaction to the 
advertisement - and they considered both their overall 
reaction to the advertisement and their beliefs about the 
15This was true for low relevance subjects who had not 
tasted the brand as well as high relevance subjects who had 
tasted the brand. 
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brand when reporting their brand attitude. This 
simultaneous influence of Aad and brand beliefs on brand 
attitude replicates the observed relationships in Gardner's 
(1985) brand evaluation condition. 
However, the influence of Aad on brand attitude was not 
significant in the Ad Evaluation Low Relevance condition in 
this research. This result is in direct conflict with 
Gardner's (1985) ad evaluation condition. If the reason for 
this divergence in observed relationships is because the 
product in this study was not a hypothetical brand, then 
this result carries profound implications for both theory 
researchers and advertising practitioners who use the Aad 
construct. 
For theory, this finding suggests that the use of 
hypothetical products in theoretical research may threaten 
the external validity of inferences. At the very least this 
result suggests that this potential confound (i.e. real vs. 
hypothetical product) must be considered when interpreting 
the results of a single study and/or integrating results 
across several studies. For practice, this finding suggests 
that Aad may not be a meaningful predictor of advertising 
effectiveness (measured by brand attitude) for products that 
are already on the market. This does not, of course, 
disallow Aad's usefulness for copy-testing practice 
concerning new product introductions. 
With respect to the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty 
and Cacioppo, 1981a), the observed importance of Aad in the 
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high relevance conditions provides support for the idea that 
the central route complements rather than replaces the 
peripheral route when subjects are highly motivated to 
process the information in an advertisement. This idea is 
not new and is supported by existing empirical research 
(e.g.. Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch, 1983; Gardner, 1985; Park 
and Young, 1986). 
These findings also provide support for the conceptual 
and empirical distinction between evaluative reaction and 
affective response in an advertising context. Past research 
has shown that evaluative vs. affective measures of Aad 
provide different kinds of information about consumers' 
reactions to advertising (Edell and Burke, 1987; Madden, 
Allen and Twible, 1988). For both theory and practice, 
these findings suggest the importance of measuring both 
evaluative reactions and affective responses in future 
research on this promising construct. 
With respect to the Principle of Higher-level Dominance 
(Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984), the simultaneous influence of 
evaluative and affective measures on Aad implies that 
feeling responses are not necessarily inhibited by the 
conscious evaluation of a stimulus. In contrast, the 
feelings evoked by this particular ad were very important in 
explaining subjects' overall reaction to the ad - even in 
the high relevance conditions. 
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Summary 
Overall, this study has demonstrated the importance of 
considering respondents' information processing objectives 
when interpreting the influence of advertising on brand 
attitude. The instructions administered to subjects prior 
to exposure and the perceived personal relevance of the 
message do affect both 1) the observed relationship between 
Aad and brand attitude and 2) the behavior of affective vs. 
evaluative measures of Aad. Further, the influence of brand 
experience on the relationship between Aad and brand 
attitude was strikingly significant. In contrast, the 
influence of brand experience on the antecedents of Aad 
(i.e. measures of evaluative reaction and affective 
response) was not statistically significant. 
Consequently, we cannot compare findings across studies 
where these factors vary. Further, we cannot generalize 
empirical results toward a theoretical understanding of how 
advertising influences brand attitudes unless we understand 
the nature of the influence of these factors on observed 
relationships. The fact that many of the observed 
relationships between variables did not correspond to 
predictions suggests that we do not yet understand the 
nature of that influence. Hence, it is important in both 
theory research and copy-testing practice that inferences 
and generalizations are drawn judiciously. 
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Limitations 
Although the internal validity of this research was 
ensured by close attention to proper experimental design and 
careful implementation, the generalizability of these 
findings is limited by the fact that these data were 
collected in an "laboratory" (as opposed to a natural) 
setting. As in any research project, the preceding results 
and interpretations are limited by the nature of the 
stimulus and the nature of the subjects. 
Subjects were exposed only once to a video advertise¬ 
ment for an actual product. The BarNone ad was humorous in 
execution, and contained a substantial amount of information 
about product attributes. The saliency of that brand- 
specific information may in fact account for the 
significance of brand beliefs on brand attitude across 
experimental conditions. Observed findings might have been 
different using an ad with less explicit information, if 
subjects had been exposed more than once or if the message 
was conveyed in a different modality. 
The sample was comprised of students who were solicited 
from introductory marketing courses at a major university. 
Subjects received extra credit toward their final grade for 
their participation. The general pattern of findings 
reported herein suggests that subjects acted as rational, 
content-oriented information processors. This may be 
because students in general tend to organize, elaborate and 
evaluate the information to which they are exposed - 
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especially when that exposure takes place in the university 
environment. Alternatively, this tendency may have been 
invoked by the fact that they were compensated with extra 
credit points. Nonetheless, the observed findings might 
have been different if the sample had been drawn from a 
general population of "average consumers." 
Further, the issue of sample size is worthy of mention 
here. Although the overall sample size was quite large, 
(see Table 3, p. 93), cell frequencies were reduced when 
brand experience was introduced into the analysis. For the 
subjects who had not tasted the brand, frequencies within 
treatment range from 45 to 54 (see Table 5, page 99). For 
subjects who had tasted the brand, cell frequencies range 
from 10 to 26. Thus, beta coefficients resulting from the 
individual regressions within treatments (Table 16, p. 125) 
should be interpreted with caution. 
The findings of this research fail to provide strong 
support for the theories from which the hypotheses were 
derived. Although the experimental manipulation of personal 
relevance (i.e., low vs. high) was effective in influencing 
the likelihood of cognitive activity, the nature of that 
cognitive activity differed from expectations. That is, the 
nature of the manipulation used in this project induced a 
personal relevance motivated by the "threat" of a final exam 
question. Hypotheses may have been better supported if the 
manipulation had been more closely modeled after those used 
in past studies. 
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Quo Vadis 
Given the high cost of advertising and its significance 
in the marketing mix, it is important to isolate and examine 
the effect of the instructions used in copy-testing research 
on the relationship between Aad and brand attitude. 
Additional research is needed to further our understanding 
of how advertising influences consumers' brand attitude - 
and how subjects' information processing objectives (induced 
by pre-exposure instructions) affect the results of research 
in this area. Salient issues for consideration in future 
studies include: 
- research conducted in a naturalistic rather than 
a laboratory setting; 
- comparisons of samples comprised of "real 
consumers" instead of students; 
- the use of stimuli that is more affect-laden, 
i.e., containing less brand-specific 
information; 
- research controlling for the effect of actual 
vs. hypothetical brands; and 
- experimental manipulation of personal experience 
with a specific brand. 
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APPENDIX A 
CHRONOLOGICAL REVIEW OF EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATIONS 
UTILIZING ATTITUDE-TOWARD-THE-AD 
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Messmer (1979) 
Purpose 
Stimulus 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To explore the influence of prior brand 
attitude on attitudinal responses to an 
advertisement; and to examine the nature 
of responses toward product class, brand 
and advertisement. 
Television commercial for nationally-known 
brand of beer. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Two seven-point Likert-type scales 
(favorable/unfavorable). 
Brand attitude: 
Sum across semantic differential scales: 
- superior/inferior 
- perfect/imperfect 
- positive/negative 
- savory/tasteless. 
Prior level of brand attitude significantly, 
positively and linearly mediated the effect of 
exposure to a television commercial... an 
initially favorable attitude toward the brand 
appears to influence Aad. 
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Mitchell and Olson (1981) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To determine whether variation in brand 
attitude beliefs account for (i.e., mediate) 
all experimentally produced variation in brand 
attitude. 
Four print advertisements for fictitious brands 
of facial tissue; one containing only the 
verbal claim of softness with no visual 
content; three visual with no verbal content: 
- fluffy kitten (positive stimulus), 
- spectacular ocean sunset (positive 
stimulus), and 
- abstract art (neutral stimulus). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Mean across four five-point semantic 
differential scales: 
- good/bad - irritating/not 
irritating 
- like/dislike - interesting/not 
interesting 
Brand attitude: 
Sum across beliefs (likely/unlikely) times 
evaluations (good/bad) for the following 
attributes: 
- softness - absorbency 
- price ' - tearing ease 
- scent - color 
The "kitten" and "sunset" advertisement evoked 
brand attitudes that were significantly more 
positive than the "abstract" or explicit verbal 
claim. The authors interpret the mediational 
effect of Aad as capturing the classical 
conditioning effect of pairing an unknown brand 
name with a highly valenced visual stimulus 
..."direct" influence on brand attitude 
is independent of the message's effect on 
formation of, or change in, product attribute 
beliefs. 
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Shimp and Yokum (1981) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the influence of deceptive 
advertising on repeat purchase behavior. 
Three print advertisements for a hypothetical 
product ("Venture" cola); one version presented 
factual product information (less sweet, no 
aftertaste), a second version was intentionally 
vague claiming that the product was better than 
other colas, and the third simply suggested 
product trial behavior. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Reaction profile taken from Wells, Leavitt 
and McConville (1971). 
Repeat purchase behavior: 
Number of purchases of "Venture" cola 
following initial trial experience. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad was more influential 
than the advertising treatment (information) 
main effects; the more favorable Aad, the more 
often subjects repeat-purchased the product. 
The authors suggest that the quality of 
advertising execution is a more potent 
determinant of repeat-purchase behavior 
than information content per se, whether 
deceptive or not. 
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Burke and Edell (1982) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To explore the multidimensional nature of 
Aad and to explore whether the 
underlying structure changed with number of 
exposures in a natural setting. 
Eleven television commercials for well-known 
products and brands (e.g., life insurance, 
airlines, tennis shoes, beer, fast-food 
restaurants). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Thirty semantic differential scales using 
adjectives from Wells et al.'s (1971) 
reaction profile and one overall measure of 
favorable/unfavorable. 
The authors report three discriminable 
dimensions, interpreted as evaluation, activity 
and potency (a la Osgood et al., 1957); these 
dimensions did not vary with number of past 
exposures; the evaluation dimension accounted 
for most of the observed variance in the 
construct. 
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MacKenzie and Lutz (1982) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To examine the relative merits of models 
postulating: 
1) a direct, one-way causation from 
Aad to brand attitude; 
2) an indirect, one-way causation from 
Aad through brand cognition 
to brand attitude, as well as a direct, 
one-way effect; 
3) a direct, reciprocal causation between 
Aad and brand attitude; 
4) mutual independence of Aad 
and brand attitude with each exerting a 
direct, one-way causal influence on 
purchase intention. 
Eighteen television commercials for 1979 Ford 
automobiles. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
One six-point scale rating believability, 
One three-point scale rating convincingness, 
and 
Ad-oriented cognitive responses. 
Brand attitude: 
One five-point scale reflecting overall 
opinion. 
Five-point ratings on dependability, 
reliability and value for the money, and 
Brand cognitions. 
Models one and three fit equally well but Model 
one, being more parsimonious, was chosen as 
superior. 
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Gelb and Pickett (1983) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To explore the relationship between 1) 
perceived humor and Aad, and 2) attitude- 
toward-the-ad and brand attitude. 
Two printed messages communicating an 
anti-smoking theme, one humorous and one 
non-humorous in execution. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Single Likert-type statement (strongly agree/ 
strongly disagree) - "I dislike this ad." 
Attitude toward object of message (i.e., 
anti-smoking): 
Several Likert-type statements (strongly 
agree/strongly disagree). 
Perceived humor: 
Single Likert-type statement (strongly agree/ 
strongly disagree) - "There is humor in 
this ad." 
Evidence in this study implies a positive 
relationship between the perception of humor 
and a favorable Aad; and a favorable 
Aad was significantly associated 
with a favorable attitude toward non-smoking, 
independent of perceived humor. 
168 
Lutz, MacKenzie and Belch (1983) 
Purpose 
Stimulus 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To examine two hypotheses: 
1) Consumers low in both motivation and 
ability to process information exhibit a 
relatively strong influence of Aad on 
brand attitude and a relatively weak 
influence of brand cognition on brand 
attitude; and 
2) Consumers high in both motivation and 
ability to process information exhibit a 
relatively weak influence of Aad on brand 
attitude and a relatively strong influence 
of brand cognition on brand attitude. 
Television advertisement for a hypothetical 
brand of toothpaste (Shield). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Two seven-point semantic differential scales: 
- favorable/unfavorable 
- interesting/uninteresting; and 
Ad-related cognitive responses. 
Brand attitude: 
Three seven-point semantic differential 
scales: 
- good/bad 
- favorable/unfavorable 
- wise/foolish; and 
Brand cognitions. 
Blocking variables: 
Product knowledge - seven-point scale 
(very/not very knowledgeable); and 
Importance of purchase decision - seven-point 
scale (very/not very important). 
In the high knowledge/high importance model, 
both Aad and brand cognition had significant 
effects on brand attitude; in the low 
knowledge/low importance model, only 
attitude-toward-the-ad had a significant 
effect. 
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Moore and Hutchinson (1983) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To examine the nature of the observed 
relationship between Aad and brand attitude 
when measured immediately after exposure versus 
when measurement is delayed (two-day and 
seven-day delays). 
Eighty print advertisements (four ads from 
twenty different product categories such as 
guitars, rugs, clothing, bathroom fixtures) 
acquired from a variety of current magazines. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
One five-point scale assessing emotional 
reaction (positive/negative). 
Brand attitude: 
Single question asking respondents to 
indicate the likelihood that they would 
consider the brand if they were in the 
market for the product. 
Results suggest that the immediate and delayed 
effects of Aad on brand attitude may differ; 
the authors propose that reactions to 
advertising may influence brand attitude 
directly (when ad affect is conditioned to the 
brand name) or indirectly when ad affect 
influences perceived brand familiarity). 
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Gardner (1985) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the potential effect of a "brand 
evaluation" versus a "non-brand evaluation" 
processing set on the relationship between 
Aad and brand attitude. 
Two print advertisements - one for tennis balls 
and one for cooking oil. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Mean score across four semantic differential 
scales: 
- good/bad - irritating/not 
irritating 
- like/dislike -interesting/ 
uninteresting 
Ad-oriented cognitive responses. 
Brand attitude: 
Beliefs (likely/unlikely) times evaluations 
(good/bad) across several product 
attributes; 
Mean score across three semantic differential 
scales: 
- good/bad 
- like very much/disiike very much 
- pleasant/unpleasant; and 
Brand cognitions. 
Although the impact of Aad one 
brand attitude did not vary across conditions, 
the variance accounted for by changes in brand- 
related beliefs was significantly greater in 
the brand evaluation condition. 
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Gresham and Shimp (1985) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the mechanism by which ad-evoked 
affect influences brand attitude by providing 
an empirical competition between the classical 
conditioning and cognitive response 
explanations. 
Actual television commercials that varied with 
respect to the degree and valence of ad-evoked 
affect. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Mean score across seven five-point scales 
where subjects indicated how well each 
described their feelings while watching the 
ad: 
- soothed - affectionate 
- warmhearted - happy 
- sorry - sad 
- elated 
Brand attitude: 
Sum over beliefs (no chance/certain) times 
evaluations (very good/very bad) across 
modal salient product attributes; 
Mean of four seven-point semantic 
differential scales: 
- good/bad 
- like very much/dislike very much 
- pleasant/unpleasant 
- high quality/poor quality 
These results present strong evidence in favor 
of the notion that advertising affect 
influences brand attitude. The classical 
conditioning explanation was only partially 
supported (stronger impact in the 
negative-affect condition). The authors 
suggest that positively-versus 
negatively-valenced stimuli may differ with 
respect to their tendency to elicit 
affective responses and hence, influence brand 
attitude. 
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Madden, Allen and Twible (1985) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To explore potential differential effects of 
copy-testing task, awareness on various measures 
of Aad. 
Two sixty-second radio advertisements; one 
humorous and one non-humorous execution. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Thirteen seven-point semantic differential 
scales where subjects were asked to provide 
their overall reaction to the advertisement: 
- pleasant/unpleasant 
- refined/vulgar 
- likeable/unlikeable 
- interesting/boring 
- funny/not funny 
- tasteful/tasteless 
- artful/artless 
- familiar/novel 
- good/bad 
- humorous/serious 
- insulting/uninsulting 
- left me with a good/bad feeling 
- entertaining/unentertaining; 
Fifteen six-point adjectives descriptive of 
feeling responses where subjects responded to 
the question, "Did this commercial make you 
feel?" (very much so/not at all): 
- insulted - pleased - good 
- repulsed - angry - happy 
- amused - confused - calm 
- stimulated - shocked - cheerful 
- irritated - impatient - soothed; 
and Ad-oriented cognitive responses. 
Significant differences between groups were 
found with respect to the semantic evaluations 
(which were directionally opposite in the two 
task-awareness conditions) and cognitive 
responses (where subjects who were aware of 
their ad-evaluation task reported a 
significantly greater number of ad-oriented 
cognitions than subjects who were not aware of 
their experimental task. There was, however, 
no significant difference between treatments 
for the affective items. The authors suggest 
that the affective response scale may improve 
measurement of Aad and minimize potential 
confound due to experimental procedure. 
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Madden, Debevec and Twible (1985) 
Purpose 
Stimulus 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To assess the convergent/discriminant validity 
of Aad and investigate the strength of the 
association between this construct and brand 
attitude. 
Television commercial for designer jeans (both 
the brand and the advertisement were European 
in origin and not marketed/shown in this 
country). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Five seven-point semantic differential 
scales: 
- good/bad - beneficial/harmful 
- foolish/wise - likeable/ 
unlikeable 
- pleasant/unpleasant; 
Eight seven-point affective response items 
(very much so/not at all): 
- insulted - cheerful 
- angry - irritated 
- happy - repulsed 
- pleased - amused 
Five five-point Likert-type items (strongly 
agree/strongly disagree): 
- superior - appealing 
- tasteful - sleazy 
- repulsive. 
Brand attitude: 
Brand attitude was assessed with the same 
measures used for Aad. 
The observed association between constructs was 
significant when method factors were not 
controlled. However, when method factors were 
accounted for in the model, the association 
between constructs was statistically equal to 
zero. This implies that the observed 
covariation between constructs was due to 
method/error variation resulting from a lack 
of discriminant validity between constructs. 
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Moore and Hutchinson (1985) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the relationships between 1) 
brand awareness and affective response to an 
advertisement, and 2) affective response and 
brand attitude when measured immediately, with 
a two-day delay and with a seven-day delay. 
(Note: Brand awareness was experimentally 
manipulated.) 
Twenty print advertisements. 
Ad Affect: 
Single seven-point scale assessing subjects' 
emotional reaction (very positive/very 
negative). 
Brand attitude: 
Single seven-point scale assessing brand 
liking. 
The research questions in this study focus on 
brand attitude change over time, and consider 
brand awareness and affective response as 
variables antecedent to that change. Although 
methodological problems prohibit strong 
conclusions in this research, the authors note 
that the effects of ad-evoked affect decrease 
more rapidly than the effects of brand 
awareness, which actually increased over time. 
Results pertaining to the relationship between 
ad affect and brand awareness were equivocal. 
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Aaker, Stayman and Hagerty (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the measurement of perceived 
"warmth" in advertising and the impact of this 
construct on Aad. 
Sixteen actual television commercials 
representing four classifications (four ads in 
each category): warm, humorous, informative and 
irritating. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Single six-point item (liked the ad very 
much/did not like the ad at all). 
Brand attitude: 
Four six-point attribute-evaluation items 
(very descriptive/not at all descriptive) 
across modal salient product attributes. 
"Warmth": 
The "warmth monitor" involves a respondent 
moving a pencil down paper while viewing a 
commercial, moving it left and right to 
reflect how warm his/her feelings are at a 
given time. 
The authors propose the "warmth monitor" as a 
reliable, sensitive and valid measure of this 
particular type of affective experience. 
Empirical evidence in this study suggests a 
significant relationship between perceived 
warmth and Aad. 
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Allen and Madden (1986)* 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Conclusions 
To provide a test of the affective-conditioning 
explanation of the effect of Aad under 
conditions that do and do not generate an 
affective experience. 
(A) Two sixty-second radio advertisements for a 
hypothetical dairy product; one humorous 
(affect present) and one non-humorous (affect 
absent) execution. 
(B) Printed copy for hypothetical radio 
advertisement where subjects read the message 
contained in the non-humorous execution in (A). 
A direct, significant association between 
constructs was observed in all (three) 
treatment conditions. The authors question the 
discriminant validity between constructs and 
suggest "how easy it is to produce an 
(artifactual) association...when stimuli 
that evoke little or no affect are used" 
(p. 33). 
*This manuscript reports on a series of 
empirical investigations. Measures are the 
same as Madden, Allen and Twible (1985) and 
hence, are not listed here. 
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Batra and Ray (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To measure affective responses with verbal 
protocols and investigate the effect of this 
construct on Aad and brand attitude. 
Forty television advertisements (across ten 
different product categories. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Single eight-point scale (liked the ad a 
lot/no liking). 
Brand attitude: 
Mean across five semantic differential 
scales: 
- useful/useless -important/ 
unimportant 
- nice/awful - pleasant/unpleasant 
- good/bad. 
Affective response: 
Verbal protocols were collected in response 
to the question, "What thoughts and 
feelings went through your mind while you 
were looking at the commercial?". 
Affective responses were coded either 
as SEVA (feelings of surgency, elation, 
vigor and activation), deactivation 
feelings or social affection feelings. 
SEVA and social affection responses were 
significant predictors of brand attitude, but 
this effect vanished when Aad entered the 
model. The authors note that these affective 
responses alone explain very little variance in 
brand attitude and suggest that Aad 
is the appropriate dependent variable for these 
feeling responses. 
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Burke and Edell (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To study the behavior of the Aad 
construct over time and under different levels 
of exposure. 
Nine thirty-second television commercials for 
well-known brands in five product categories 
(life insurance, airlines, athletic shoes, car 
dealership and fast-food restaurant). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Thirty-four five-point scales where subjects 
indicated the extent to which each 
adjective described the ad (extremely 
well/not at all); 
Single seven-point scale reflecting "overall 
opinion of ad" (very favorable/very 
unfavorable). 
The adjective-based measure of Aad did not vary 
over time or exposure levels; in contrast, 
the overall measure evidenced a significant 
decline in mean value both over time and across 
increasing levels of exposure. The authors 
note the subtle but important distinction 
between these measure, and suggest that 
both global reactions and descriptive measures 
of the construct be collected, especially where 
interest centers on assessing reactions over 
time. 
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MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the mediational role of 
attitude-toward-the-ad and specify the nature 
of the structural relationship between this 
construct and brand attitude. 
Commercial message for a hypothetical brand of 
toothpaste (Shield); one sixty-second 
television and one sixty-second radio 
execution. (Note: Subjects from alternative 
execution conditions were pooled for the 
analysis.) 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Two scales assessed "overall reaction to 
commercial for Shield": 
- favorable/unfavorable 
- interesting/boring; and 
Ad-oriented cognitive responses. 
Brand attitude: 
Three scales assessed "overall feeling about 
using Shield toothpaste": 
- favorable/unfavorable 
- good/bad 
- wise/foolish; and 
Brand cognitions. 
After assessing the relative merits of 
alternative models, the authors propose their 
"dual mediation hypothesis" as the superior 
structural specification. In this model, Aad 
exerts both a direct effect and an indirect 
effect (through brand cognition) on brand 
attitude. 
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Madden, Dillon and Twible (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To systematically investigate the 
convergent and discriminant validity 
dimensions of attitude-toward-the-ad and 
brand attitude using Campbell and Fiske's 
(1959) criteria. 
Two radio advertisements for an unknown 
product, one humorous and one non-humorous 
execution. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Ten seven-point semantic differential scales 
(e.g., pleasant/unpleasant, 
likeable/unlikeable, 
valuable/worthless); 
Five five-point Likert-type items using 
evaluative items and anchored with 
strongly agree/strongly disagree; and 
Six affective measures taken from Abelson et 
al.'s (1982) affective response scale 
(e.g., angry, cheerful, repulsed). 
Brand attitude: 
Brand attitude was assessed with the same 
measures used for Aad. 
Contrasting humorous versus non-humorous 
treatments, the authors suggest that under 
certain conditions Aad and brand attitude may 
not be empirically distinguishable (i.e., lack 
discriminant validity). Specifically, where 
the ad contained cues that were not brand- 
specific (i.e., humor), there was strong 
evidence of discriminant validity between the 
two constructs. However, where non-content 
cues in the ad were weak or non-existent (i.e., 
non-humor), the constructs lacked discriminant 
validity and the observed association between 
constructs was attributed to method/error 
variation in lieu of trait variation. 
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Park and Young (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimulus 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To investigate the relationship between 
attitude-toward-the-ad and brand attitude under 
various conditions of involvement (low 
involvement, high cognitive involvement 
and high affective involvement) and under two 
conditions of background music present/ 
absent). 
Television commercial for a hypothetical brand 
of hair shampoo (Shena). 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Single seven-point scale (very favorable/very 
unfavorable) where subjects indicated the 
extent to which they liked the commercial. 
Brand attitude: 
Single seven-point scale (very favorable/very 
unfavorable) assessing the extent to which 
subjects liked the brand; 
Summated beliefs times evaluations across 
three product attributes highlighted in the 
commercial message; and 
Brand cognitions. 
These results suggest that the presence of 
background music interferes with cognitively- 
involved information processing. For subjects 
in the low involvement condition the reverse 
appears true and the effect was ambiguous in 
the affective involvement condition. The 
extent to which subjects formed a favorable 
brand attitude in response to the commercial 
message varied by level of involvement. 
Specifically, attitude-toward-the-ad had a 
significant effect on brand attitude formation 
in the affective involvement, and particularly 
in the low involvement conditions. In 
contrast, there was no evidence of a 
significant effect for the cognitively-involved 
subj ects. 
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Stout and Leckenby (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To develop a measure of emotional response to 
advertising; and to examine the relationship 
between emotional response and various 
dependent measures (Aad, brand attitude, 
purchase intent, brand recall and ad content 
playback). 
Fifty thirty-second television commercials for 
frequently-purchased consumer goods in eight 
product categories (e.g., instant coffee, 
beauty aids, soft drinks, laundry detergents). 
Emotional response: 
Subjects responded to a single open-ended 
question: "I'd like you to tell me what 
happened to you as you were looking at the 
commercial. What thoughts or ideas went 
through your mind and what feelings did you 
have?" Emotional responses were defined as a 
message-evoked self-relevant thought 
expressed as "I felt," "it made me feel" or 
indicated by the use of an active verb. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Mean score across two scalar items: 
- "I thought it was clever and quite 
entertaining"; and 
- "The commercial was amusing". 
Brand attitude: 
Single scalar item, "That's a good brand, 
and I wouldn't hesitate recommending it 
to others". 
Emotional responses to the open-ended questions 
were further classified as desriptive, 
empathetic or experiential. Relationships with 
dependent measures varied by type of emotional 
response. The authors report significant 
positive association between: 
- experiential emotion and Aad; 
- experiential emotion and brand recall; 
- experiential emotion and ad content 
playback; 
and significant negative association 
between: 
- empathetic emotion and purchase intent; and 
- descriptive emotion and brand recall. 
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Mitchell (1986) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To examine the effect of the visual and verbal 
components of advertisements on brand 
attitudes and attitude toward the 
advertisement (Aad). 
Slides of four advertisements projected in 
random order. Each advertisement was displayed 
for five seconds on the first exposure and one 
minute on the second exposure. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Four five-point semantic differential 
scales : 
-good/bad -irritating/not 
irritating 
-like/dislike -interesting/ 
uninteresting 
Overall attitude toward each advertised 
product: 
Three seven-point scales: 
-good/bad 
-dislike very much/like very much 
-pleasant/unpleasant 
Attitude toward purchasing and using each 
product: 
Three seven-point scales: 
-good/bad 
-beneficial/harmful 
-foolish/wise 
Behavioral Intentions: 
Seven-point scale anchored by not at all 
likely to buy/very likely to buy. 
Results indicate the affect-laden photographs 
had an effect on both attitude toward the 
advertisements (Aad) and brand attitudes; 
however no differences were found in the 
product attribute beliefs that were formed. 
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Cox and Locander (1987) 
Purpose Examine the extent to which affective 
response (operationalized using product 
novelty) moderates the effect of ad attitude on 
brand attitude formation. 
Stimuli Bogus ten page magazine containing one of four 
full color print advertisements for a cola 
product. 
Measures Advertisement evaluation: 
Nine-point scale anchored with bipolar 
adjectives (good/bad, pleasant/unpleasant, 
very likeable/not very likeable). 
Affective response: 
Nine-point scale (anchored by not at all/very 
much) responding to a series of words like 
"aroused" and "lively." 
Brand beliefs: 
Nine-point scales (anchored by I strongly 
disagree/I strongly agree) for five 
attributes statements: 
-taste 
-quality of cola 
-flavor 
-cost 
-socially acceptability 
Brand evaluation: 
Nine-point scale anchored with: 
-good/bad 
-very likeable/not very likeable 
-pleasant/unpleasant 
Conclusions The research indicates that the formation of 
brand attitudes for a novel or unconventional 
product may depend more heavily on consumers1 
affective reaction to the advertisement than on 
their brand-related beliefs. 
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Muehling (1987) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
To examine l) whether attitudes toward several 
comparative advertising formats influence brand 
attitudes and 2) whether attitudes toward these 
ads also impact attitudes toward the competing 
(referred-to) brand. 
Six variations of a comparative print; two 
which did not show competitors product but made 
verbal reference to it, and four which made 
both visual and verbal reference to the 
competitive brand. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Six seven-point bipolar adjective scales: 
-good/bad 
-unattractive/attractive 
-negative/positive 
-offensive/inoffensive 
-unfavorable/favorable 
-dull/interesting 
Attitude-toward-the-sponsor and 
Attitude-toward-the-competitor: 
Mean score of three seven-point bipolar 
adjective scales: 
-bad/good 
-negative/positive 
-unfavorable/favorable 
Attitude-toward-purchasing-the-sponsor and 
Attitude-toward-purchasing-the-competitor: 
Mean score of three seven-point bipolar 
adjective scales: 
-bad/good 
-foolish/wise 
-harmful/beneficial 
The results indicate that affective reactions 
to an ad are likely to influence evaluations of 
the sponsoring brand. Aad was significantly 
related to both attitude toward the brand and 
attitude toward purchasing the brand in each of 
the comparative advertising conditions tested. 
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Burton and Lichtenstein (1988) 
Purpose 
Stimuli 
Measures 
Conclusions 
This study examines the effect of one content 
and two contextual advertising manipulations on 
several measures of attitude toward the ad 
(Aad). 
A print ad (for a desk sold through a furniture 
store) and summary data regarding the 
advertising schedules of the advertiser and its 
six competitors for an eight week period. 
Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Fifteen nine-point semantic differential 
scales were used to measure the cognitive and 
affective dimensions of Aad; the fifteen 
items were drawn from 1) the reaction 
profile of Wells (1964) 2) previous Aad 
research. 
Results indicate that such antecedent 
variables, each of which requires some degree 
of cognitive processing of information, can 
impact Aad in excess of their effects of 
perceptions of the value of the deal. Findings 
also suggest that separate measures of 
cognitive and affective dimensions of Aad may 
be more appropriate that the single 
composite measures which have typically been 
employed by Aad researchers. 
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Muehling and Laczniak (1988) 
Purpose To determine whether the influence of Aad and 
beliefs on brand attitudes diminishes over a 
short period of time (i.e., one week) and also 
to examine the impact of that individuals' 
level of involvement with the message has on 
these relationships. 
Stimuli Experimental print ad for a fictitious brand of 
cassette player with headphones. Ad copy was 
factual and attribute based (five salient 
attributes: size, sound, quality, headphone 
comfort, durability, and price). 
Measures Attitude-toward-the-ad: 
Seven-point scale responding to the 
statement, "The advertisement was..." 
-not attractive/attractive 
-bad/good 
-unpleasant/pleasant 
-unappealing/appealing 
-dull/dynamic 
-depressing/refreshing 
-not enjoyable/enjoyable 
Brand Attitude: 
Seven-point scale responding to the 
statement, "My attitude toward the Polysound 
cassette player is..." 
-bad/good 
-unfavorable/favorable 
-negative/positive 
Brand Beliefs: 
Seven-point scale measuring five salient 
attributes (extremely unlikely/extremely 
likely). 
Conclusions It appears that both Aad and beliefs influence 
brand attitudes when the reader/viewer is 
involved with the message, but only Aad is 
influential in brand attitude formation when 
involvement is at a lower level. With regards 
to the time delay, current attitudes toward the 
brand remain significantly related to beliefs 
and Aad formed at the time of initial ad 
exposure. 
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USF FLYING CLUB SURVEY 
NAME_S.S. # 
SECTION #_ 
Please check the category which best describes your class status at the 
end of this semester: 
_Freshman/Undergraduate 
(30 hours or less) 
_Sophomore/Undergraduate 
(31-60 hours) 
_Junior/Undergraduate 
(61-90 hours) 
_Senior/Undergraduate 
(91 or more hour) 
_Graduate Student 
Are you currently a member of any student organization(s)? 
_yes 
_no 
If ves. please specify which organization(s): 
Below is a list of activities. Please check all the activities you would 
enjoy doing If you had the opportunity: 
water skiing 
hiking 
running 
horseback riding 
attending concerts 
sailing 
kayaking 
bicycling 
aerobics 
golf 
racquet ball 
gardening 
skin diving 
reading poetry 
going to the theater 
learning about fine wines 
learning to fly a small plane 
other_ 
881012USF 
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Have you ever gone for a ride in a small plane (i.e. a single ortwin engine plane 
that seats less than 10 passengers)? 
yes 
no 
How much, if at all, would you like to pilot a small plane? 
not 
at all 
very 
much so 
If it was affordable to you, how likely is it that you would become a 
member of the USF Flying Club? 
extremely extremely 
likely _ _ _ _ _ _ _ unlikely 
When you want a snack, how often do you reach for one of the following 
food/beverage items? (Please check one space on each of the following scales) 
Always Usually Sometimes Seldom Never 
potato chips _ _ _ _ _ 
popcorn _ _ _ _ _ 
com chips _ _ _ _ _ 
candy bars _ _ _ _ _ 
soft drinks _ __ _ _ _ 
crackers _ _ _ _ _ 
fruit _ _ _ _ _ 
pizza _ _ _ _• _ 
nuts _ _ _ _ _ 
cookies _ _ _ _ _ 
beer _ _ _ _ _ 
ice cream _ _ _ _ _ 
other _ _ _ _ _ 
(please specify) 
881022USF 
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Brand Evaluation/Low Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it's very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here — evaluate the BRAND.>>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
As a sponsor of the Flying Club, these companies will 
be giving us money. In return for that money, they want us 
to conduct some market research for them concerning their 
product. Before these companies agree to sponsor USF's 
Flying Club, they want to know your opinion of their 
product. So, your part in this research will be to give 
your personal opinion of one of the brands that you will see 
advertised. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about one of the advertised 
brands. This is one example <<< Point to question on 
overhead >>> of the type of information the sponsor wants to 
gather and <<< change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> 
here are some more specific examples of the type of 
questions you will answer after seeing the videotape. <<< 
change overhead to rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay special attention to the 
advertised brands -- because the questions you will answer 
(continued) 
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Instr: Brand Evaluation/Low Relevance (cont.) 
later will focus on gathering your opinion of at least one 
of these products. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember — 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the products you will see in the 
advertisements. 
Brand Evaluation/High Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it's very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here — evaluate the BRAND.>>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
As a sponsor of the Flying Club, these companies will 
be giving us money. In return for that money, they want us 
to conduct some market research for them concerning their 
product. Before these companies agree to sponsor USF's 
Flying Club, they want to know your opinion of their 
product. So, your part in this research will be to give 
your personal opinion of one of the brands that you will see 
advertised. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about one of the advertised 
brands. This is.one example <<< Point to question on 
overhead >>> of the type of information the sponsor wants to 
gather and <<< change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> 
here are some more specific examples of the type of 
questions you will answer after seeing the videotape. <<< 
change overhead to rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
(continued) 
Instr: Brand Evaluation/High Relevance (cont.) 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay special attention to the 
advertised brands — because the questions you will answer 
later will focus on gathering your opinion of at least one 
of these products. Watch the ads as if you are planning to 
purchase that kind of product within the next couple of 
days. 
By the way, there is one other reason that you might 
want to pay particularly close attention to these 
advertisements — I happen to know that there will be a 
question about one of these products on your final exam. 
Your instructor may have already mentioned this final exam 
question to you in class — my "hint" for you today is that 
the content of the question will have something to do with 
the products that you will see advertised in this videotape. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember -- 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the products you will see in the 
advertisements. 
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Ad Evaluation/Low Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it's very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here — evaluate the ADVERTISEMENT. >>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
As a sponsor of the Flying Club, these companies will 
be giving us money. In return for that money, they want us 
to conduct some market research for them concerning their 
advertising. Before these companies agree to sponsor LJSF's 
Flying Club, they want to know your opinion of their 
advertising. That is, the sponsors want to know if you like 
the style of their advertising — like the use of graphics, 
humor, music, etc. So, your part in this research will be 
to give your personal opinion of one of the advertisements 
that you will see in this videotape. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about one of the advertisements. 
This is one example <<< Point to question on overhead >>> of 
the type of information the sponsor wants to gather and <<< 
change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> here are some 
more specific examples of the type of questions you will 
answer after seeing the videotape. <<< change overhead to 
rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
(continued 
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Instr: Ad Evaluation/Low Relevance (cont.) 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay special attention to the 
executional style of the advertisements — because the 
questions you will answer later will focus on gathering your 
opinion of at least one of these ads. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember — 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the products you will see in the 
advertisements. 
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Ad Evaluation/High Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it's very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here — evaluate the ADVERTISEMENT. >>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
As a sponsor of the Flying Club, these companies will 
be giving us money. In return for that money, they want us 
to conduct some market research for them concerning their 
advertising. Before these companies agree to sponsor USF's 
Flying Club, they want to know your opinion of their 
advertising. That is, the sponsors want to know if you like 
the style of their advertising — like the use of graphics, 
humor, music, etc. So, your part in this research will be 
to give your personal opinion of one of the advertisements 
that you will see in this videotape. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about one of the advertisements. 
This is one example <<< Point to question on overhead >>> of 
the type of information the sponsor wants to gather and <<< 
change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> here are some 
more specific examples of the type of questions you will 
answer after seeing the videotape. <<< change overhead to 
rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
(continued) 
199 
Instr: Ad Evaluation/High Relevance (cont.) 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay special attention to the 
executional style of the advertisements — because the 
questions you will answer later will focus on gathering your 
opinion of at least one of these ads. 
By the way, there is one other reason that you might 
want to pay particularly close attention to these 
advertisements — I happen to know that there will be a 
question about one of these products on your final exam. 
Your instructor may have already mentioned this final exam 
question to you in class — my "hint" for you today is that 
the content of the question will have something to do with 
the products that you will see advertised in this videotape. 
Watch the ads as if you are planning to purchase that kind 
of product within the next couple of days. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember -- 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the products you will see in the 
advertisements. 
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Program Evaluation/Low Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it's very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here -— evaluate the PROGRAM. >>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
Because of the large investment required to get the 
Flying Club "off the ground" (so to speak), it is extremely 
important that the promotional materials effectively 
generate students' interest in participating in the 
organization. So, your part in this research will be to 
give your personal opinion of the program content (i.e., the 
"flying scenes") on the videotape. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about the program content. This 
is one example <<< Point to question on overhead >>> of the 
type of information the sponsor wants to gather and <<< 
change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> here are some 
more specific examples of the type of questions you will 
answer after seeing the videotape. <<< change overhead to 
rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay very close attention to the 
flying scenes — because the questions you will answer later 
(continued) 
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Instr: Program Evaluation/Low Relevance (cont.) 
will focus on gathering your opinion on the effectiveness of 
this program for generating awareness and interest in the 
Flying Club. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember — 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the flying scenes vou will see on the 
tape. 
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Program Evaluation/High Relevance 
Instructions 
First, I want to personally thank you for coming to 
help in this important project. Second, I need to explain 
to you exactly what your task here involves — that is, 
exactly what we need you to do. Before we start, please put 
everything on the floor under the table — it’s very 
important that I have your undivided attention until we have 
finished everything we need to do here. Please don't talk 
to each other starting now — anyone who is at all 
distracting or disruptive will be asked to leave. 
<<< Turn on overhead here — evaluate the PROGRAM. >>> 
Our basic objective here is to gather your reactions to 
some of the promotional materials that will be used to 
create awareness of the Flying Club among students and to 
encourage participation in the organization. What I am 
going to do is to show you a videotape that will be used to 
promote the new Flying Club. Because of the sizeable cost 
associated with starting such a club (namely the purchase of 
a small plane), the university has interested several 
companies in sponsoring this new and exciting organization. 
Thus, you will see several advertisements as you watch this 
videotape. 
Because of the large investment required to get the 
Flying Club "off the ground" (so to speak), it is extremely 
important that the promotional materials effectively 
generate students' interest in participating in the 
organization. So, your part in this research will be to 
give your personal opinion of the program content (i.e., the 
"flying scenes") on the videotape. 
I will show you this videotape only once — and then I 
will ask you some questions about the program content. This 
is one example <<< Point to question on overhead >>> of the 
type of information the sponsor wants to gather and <<< 
change overhead to bogus questionnaire >>> here are some 
more specific examples of the type of questions you will 
answer after seeing the videotape. <<< change overhead to 
rating scales - explain use of scales >>> 
Please watch the videotape in a relaxed, natural 
fashion. But remember — pay very close attention to the 
flying scenes — because the questions you will answer later 
(continued) 
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Instr: Program Evaluation/High Relevance (cont.) 
will focus on gathering your opinion on the effectiveness of 
this program for generating awareness and interest in the 
Flying Club. 
By the way, there is also an important reason that you 
might want to pay particularly close attention to the 
products that you will see advertised — I happen to know 
that there will be a question about one of these products on 
your final exam. Your instructor may have already mentioned 
this final exam question to you in class — my "hint" for 
you today is that the content of the question will have 
something to do with the products that you will see 
advertised in this videotape. 
I am going to turn on the videotape now. Remember — 
please don't talk or otherwise communicate with each other 
from now until you're entirely finished and have left this 
room. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions 
you will answer — we only want your personal opinion and 
your own reactions to the flying scenes you will see on the 
tape. 
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APPENDIX D 
BOGUS QUESTIONS - TASK MANIPULATION 
PRODUCT EVALUATION SCALES 
The PRODUCT, Diet Pepsi is: 
good _: _ 
extremely quite 
good good 
slightly neither 
good 
_: _: _: bad 
slightly quite extremely 
bad bad bad 
Thus, if you think the Diet Pepsi PRODUCT is extremely good, then you would 
place your mark as follows: 
good bad 
Thus if you think the PRODUCT is quite bad, then you would place your mark as 
follows: 
good bad 
in making your ratings, please remember the following points: 
1. Place your checkmark in the middle of the spaces NOT on the edge. 
good _: _: _• -: -' -■ — 
like this not th,s 
bad 
2. Be sure to answer all questions, please do not skip any questions. 
3. NEVER put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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ADVERTISEMENT EVALUATION SCALES 
The Michael Jackson ADVERTISEMENT for Diet Pepsi is: 
good _: _ 
extremely quite 
good good 
slightly neither 
good 
_: _: _: bad 
slightly quite extremely 
bad bad bad 
Thus, if you think the ADVERTISEMENT is extremely good, then you would place 
your mark as follows: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: __: bad 
If you think the ADVERTISEMENT is quite bad, then you would place your mark as 
follows: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
in making your ratings, please remember the following points: 
1. Place your checkmark in the middle of the spaces NOT on the edge. 
good _: _: _: _: _: _; _; bad 
like this not this 
2. Be sure to answer all questions, please do not skip any questions. 
3. NEVER put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION SCALES 
This episode of the Magnum PI television PROGRAM is: 
good 
extremely 
good 
quite 
good 
_: _: _: _: _: bad 
slightly neither slightly quite extremely 
good bad bad bad 
Thus, if you think the PROGRAM is extremely good, then you would place your 
mark as follows: 
good _: _: _,: _; _• _: _: bad 
And If you think the PROGRAM is quite bad, then you would place your mark as 
follows: 
good bad 
In making your ratings, please remember the following points: 
1. Place your checkmark in the middle of the spaces NOT on the edge. 
good _: _: _'• _• _: -: — 
like this . not this 
bad 
2. Be sure to answer all questions, please do not skip any questions. 
3. NEVER put more than one checkmark on a single scale. 
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APPENDIX E 
MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE 
209 
USF FLYING CLUB RESEARCH 
SPONSOR'S EVALUATION FORM 
(1-9) ID 
(10-11) 06 
Several advertisements were embedded in the videotape that you just saw. Please 
list all of the products (product types and/or specific brand names) that you remember 
seeing in these advertisements: 
(12) 
STOP 
Please wait here for further instruction 
DO NOT MAKE ANY ADDITIONS TO THE ABOVE LIST AFTER TURNING THIS PAGE OR 
ANSWERING ANY QUESTIONS IN THE REMAINDER OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE! 
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One of the advertisements you just saw was for a candy bar called BAR NONE. 
The manufacturer of this product is interested in determining your reactions to the 
BAR NONE advertisement. 
First, I am interested in what you were thinking about during the 
presentation of the BAR NONE candy bar advertisement. Try to recall the 
emotions, thoughts, and/or feelings that occurred to you as you watched the 
BAR NONE advertisement. 
You might have had thoughts or feelings that were favorable, unfavorable, 
or irrelevant. You may have had feelings or thoughts about the BAR NONE 
product itself -- or you may have had feelings or thoughts about the 
advertisement itself. 
I simply want you to write down what you were thinking or feeling as you 
watched the BAR NONE advertisement. It is perfectly alright of you don't remember 
what you were thinking as you watched this advertisement. If this is the case please 
don't make something up. If you don't remember what you were thinking or feeling, 
please write "I don't remember" on the first line of the following page. 
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(13-21) 
Please list your thoughts and/or feelings below, one per box. When you 
have finished, please wait for further instructions before you turn the page. 
STOP 
Please wait here for further instructions 
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The remainder of this questionnaire is broken down into four sections. Please 
take your time and answer all of the questions in each section -- there are no time 
limits on the remainder of this questionnaire. 
In section one we want to ask your opinion concerning the 
ADVERTISEMENT ITSELF - not the product being advertised. Sometimes 
we can either like or dislike a particular advertisement without liking or disliking the 
product being advertised. We simply want your opinions of the executional format of 
the advertisement -- in other words -- the style of the ad. 
In section two we want to ask your opinions of the PRODUCT 
ITSELF. These opinions should reflect your attitude toward the BAR NONE candy 
bar itself, regardless of whether or not you would personally buy the product. 
In section three we will ask your opinion of actually PURCHASING 
the product. 
And in section four we ask for your thoughts on this research project. 
Please complete the next four sections of the questionnaire without stopping. At no 
time will you have to wait for instructions. 
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SECTION ONE - ADVERTISEMENT 
PART A 
In this section we want to assess your opinion of the BAR NONE 
advertisement itself -- not the product being advertised. (Note that this section 
continues through part D). 
First we want to determine your feelings as you watched the BAR NONE 
advertisement. Please indicate how well each word describes how you felt while 
you watched the BAR NONE advertisement. Place one (and only one) 
checkmark on each scale. 
Did the PRESENTATION (execution, format, style, etc.) of the BAR NONE 
ADVERTISEMENT make you FEEL: 
very 
much 
so 
Insulted _: _: _ 
Good _: _: 
Angry _: _: 
Happy _: _: 
Cheerful _: _: 
Irritated _: _: 
Impatient _: _: 
Pleased __: _: 
Repulsed _: _: 
Amused _: _: 
Confused _: _: 
Stimulated _: _: 
Calm _: _: 
Shocked _: _: 
Soothed _: _: 
(22-36) 
not 
at 
all 
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SECTION ONE - ADVERTISEMENT 
PART B 
On this page we are still interested in your opinion of the advertisement 
itself. Here we would like your overall reactions to the presentation, (execution, 
style, format, etc.) of the BAR NONE advertisement. 
The PRESENTATION of the BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT was: 
(37-46) 
Not 
Personally 
Significant : : : 
Personally 
: : : : Significant 
Pleasant : : : : : : UnDleasant 
Important 
to me : : 
Unimportant 
: : : : to me 
Likeable : : : : : Unlikeable 
Borina : : : : : : Interesting 
Tasteless : : : : : : : Tasteful 
Entertainina : : : : : : : Unentertaining 
Artless : : : : : : : Artful 
Good : : : : : : : Bad 
Appealing : : : : : Unappealing 
My overall reaction to the BAR NONE advertisement is: 
Favorable : : : : : 
(47-49) 
: Unfavorable 
In general, 1 
dislike 
the BAR NONE advertisement: 
• • • • • 
• • . • • : like 
Overall, 1 think the BAR NONE advertisement is a: 
good ad : : : : • : bad ad 
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SECTION ONE - ADVERTISEMENT 
PART C 
On this page we are still interested in your opinion of the advertisement 
itself. Here we want you reactions to some specific attributes of the presentation 
(execution, style, format etc.) of the BAR NONE advertisement. 
(50-55) 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT is informative. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT is understandable. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT is a memorable one. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT is fast-paced. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT is confusing. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
The BAR NONE ADVERTISEMENT held my attention. 
very not 
much so _: _: _: _: _: _: _: at all 
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SECTION ONE - ADVERTISING 
PART D 
Here we want you to express your opinions of advertising in general. 
Please check one space on each of the following scales that best reflects your 
opinion of the specific attributes mentioned in that particular scale. 
In my opinion, advertising that is informative is: 
(56-61) 
good bad 
In my opinion, advertising that is understandable is: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
In my opinion, advertising that is memorable is: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
In my opinion, advertising that is fast-paced is: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
In my opinion, advertising that is confusing is: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
In my opinion, advertising that holds my attention is: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _• bad 
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SECTION TWO - PRODUCT 
PART A 
In this section we want to assess your opinion of the BAR NONE candy 
bar itself -- not the specific advertisement you just saw. (Note that this section continues 
through part D.) 
First, we want to determine how you think the product would make you 
feel. Below is a list of words that describe different kinds of feelings. Please 
indicate how you feel about the BAR NONE candy bar itself. Place one (and only 
one) checkmark on each scale. 
Would the BAR NONE candy bar itself make you feel: 
very 
much 
so 
Stimulated _:  :  ;  ; 
Angry _:  :  :  ; _ 
Confused _:  :  :  : 
Insulted _:  :  :  ; _ 
Shocked _:  :  :  : _ 
Impatient _:  :  :  : _ 
Pleased _:  :  :  : _ 
Calm  :  :  :  ; _ 
Happy _: ,_:  :  : _ 
Amused _:  :  :  : _ 
Repulsed _:  :  :  : _ 
Good _:  :  :  : _ 
Irritated _:  :  :  : _ 
Chee^'ji _: _: _: _: _ 
Soothed : : :  : 
(62-76) 
not 
at 
all 
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SECTION TWO - PRODUCT 
PART B 
2/(1 -9) ID 
(10-11) 06 
On this page we are again interested in your opinion of the BAR NONE 
product. Here we would like your overall reactions to the product, 
check one (and only one) space on each scale. 
Please 
The BAR NONE candy bar product is: 
Not 
Personally 
Sianificant :::::: 
(12-23) 
Personally 
: Significant 
Entertaining • • • • • • : Unentertaining 
Insulting • • • • • • : Uninsulting 
Important 
to me 
Unimportant 
: to me 
Good • • • • • • : Bad 
Boring • • • • • • : Interesting 
Tasteless • • • • • • : Tasteful 
Pleasant • . . . : Unpleasant 
Artful • • • • • • Artless 
Familiar • • • • • • : Unfamiliar 
Unlikeable : Likeable 
Appealing • : Unappealing 
My overall reaction to the BAR NONE candy bar is: (24-26) 
Favorable • ••••• : Unfavorable 
In general, 1 the BAR NONE candy bar: 
dislike • • • • • . : like 
Overall, 1 think the BAR NONE candy bar is a: 
good 
product : : : ‘ : 
bad 
: product 
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SECTION TWO - PRODUCT 
PART C 
Here we want your reactions to some specific attributes of the BAR NONE candy bar itself. Please 
check one space on each of the following scales that best reflects your opinion regarding the attribute 
mentioned. 
The BAR NONE candy bar is an exciting taste sensation: 
extremely 
likely _: _: _; _; 
(27-35) 
extremely 
unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar is a nutritious snack: 
extremely 
likely _: _; _ 
extremely 
unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar has a fun package: 
extremely 
likely _: _; _; 
extremely 
unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar is easy to chew: 
extremely 
likely _: _; _ 
extremely 
unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar is low in calories: 
extremely extremely 
likely _: _: _: _: _: _: _: unlikely 
The BAR NONE name is unusual: 
extremely extremely 
likely _:  :  :  :  :  : _: unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar is a blend of chocolate wafers, chocolate cream, and peanuts: 
extremely extremely 
likely _:  :  ;  ;  :  : _: unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar has a crunchy light texture: 
extremely extremely 
likely _:  :  ;  ;  :  : _: unlikely 
The BAR NONE candy bar will satisfy the "Chocolate Beastle" In me: 
extremely 
likely 
extremely 
unlikely 
SECTION TWO - PRODUCT 
PART D 
Here we want you to express your opinions of candy bars in general. 
Please check one space on each of the following scales that best reflects your 
personal opinion of the specific attribute mentioned in that particular scale. 
(36-44) 
For me, candy bars that provide an exciting taste sensation are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that provide a nutritious snack are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that have fun packages are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that are easy to chew are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that are low in calories are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that have unusual names are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _bad 
For me, candy bars that are a blends of chocolate wafers, chocolate cream, 
and peanuts are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _: bad 
For me, candy bars that have a crunchy.light texture are: 
good _: _: _: _: _: _: _; bad 
For me, candy bars that satisfy the "chocolate beastie" in me are: 
good _: _: _: _: _; _• _: bad 
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SECTION THREE - PURCHASE 
In this section please respond to each of the following statements. 
I will probably purchase the BAR NONE candy bar. 
(45-47) 
improbable _: _: _: _: _: _: _: probable 
It is likely that I will purchase the BAR NONE candy bar 
extremely 
likely _: __: _; _:: : 
extremely 
: unlikely 
It is possible that I will purchase the BAR NONE candy bar. 
possible _: _: _: _: _: _: _: impossible 
There is a_% chance that I will purchase the BAR NONE candy bar. 
(48-50) 
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SECTION FOUR 
This section contains some general questions about this research project and 
some specific questions about your participation in the study. Please answer all the 
questions in this section. 
Do you think the BAR NONE candy bar is an appropriate sponsor for the USF Flying 
club? 
definitely 
yes 
(51) 
definitely 
no 
Do you think the film that you saw will be effective in generating interest in the flying 
club among students? 
definitely 
yes 
(52) 
definitely 
no 
Did you behave differently (for example, concentrating more or less) while watching the 
videotape you just watched here than you ordinarily do while watching television at 
home? 
(53) 
not 
very at all 
differently _: _: _: _: _: _: _differently 
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To answer this question think of the videotape you just saw as having three distinct 
parts, namely: 
-the products (i.e. brands) that were advertised 
-the advertising execution (i.e. style, music, humor,, etc.) 
-the program content (i.e. the part about flying) 
While you were watching the videotape you may have concentrated more intensely on 
one part of the video than another. Please check one space on each of the three scales 
below that best describes how intensely you concentrated on the various parts. 
I concentrated mostly on the: (54-56) 
products/ program 
brands _: _: _: _: _: _: content 
program advertising 
content _: _: _: _: _: _: execution 
advertising products/ 
execution _:_: _: _: _: _: brands 
Again please consider those same three parts of the videotape: 
(57-59) 
the products (i.e. brands) that were advertised 
the advertising execution (i.e. style, music, humor, etc.) 
the program content (i.e. the part about flying) 
Please rank order these alternatives according to how interested you were in each 
part. Place a "1" next to the part that you were most interested in, place a "2" next to the 
part that ranks second, and place a "3" next to the part that interested you least. 
Have you ever seen this particular advertisement for BAR NONE before? 
yes_ no_ 
(60) 
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Have you ever heard of/seen/tasted the BAR NONE candy bar before you saw this 
videotape today? 
heard of yes no 
Seen (in store or ad) yes no 
tasted yes no 
Overall, my attitude toward BAR NONE is 
Favorable _: : : 
(64-66) 
Unfavorable 
Overall, my attitude toward CHICKEN LITTLES is 
Favorable _: _: _: _: _: _: _: Unfavorable 
Overall, my attitude toward ORANGE CRUSH is: 
Favorable _: _: _: _: _: _: _Unfavorable 
(67-68) 
Have you talked about this study with anyone who had already participated in it? 
yes_ no_ 
If yes, what did they say about the study? (please be specific) 
Have you participated in any other research project concerning the USF Flying Club? 
yes no (69) 
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